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The longrange goal of the Instructional Tasks Project is to determine the
requirements for an effective community-school communication model and its
implementation.. In the project's first year, the critical incident technique was used to
identify the specific behavioral concerns of the community served by the
Newport-Mesa Unified School District, for its youth. Over 1,000 persons sampled from
parents. youth, school staff, and the social c-)mmunity contributed data from which
several thousand specific valued behaviors t,/re abstracted and then classified via
content analysis into a. ta"iconomy of community concerns. Although subsequent data
obtained from nonrespondents to the original sample and selected citizens indicated
that the taxonomy was comprehensive, ratings of importance were not significantly
associated with frequency of behavioral concerns mentioned by respondents in the
initial sample. Hopefully this taxonomy will serve to progress further toward (1) an
effective model and language for school-community communications about student
performances, (2) development of instructional Objectives based on community
concerns, and (3) a description of similarities and differences among parts of the
community in their concerns for youth. ffig.1, p14 Table 22, p46-56 may be of
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A School-Community Communication Model: I. Specific
Behavioral Concerns of the Community for its Youth

(Instructional Tasks Project - F-76)

ABSTRACT

The long-range goal of the Instructional Tasks Project is to determine the re-
quirements for an effective community-school communication model and its
implementation. The first year of effort, reported here, consisted of an assess-
ment of the specific behavioral concerns of the community for its youth and a
series of studies intended to guide the future use of this data base for develop-
ing instructional objectives and performance measures and for characterizing
the educational expectations of various segments of the community served by
the Newport-Mesa Unified School District.

Critical incidents about youth were collected from over one thousand persons
sampled from parents, youth, school staff and the social community at large.
From the incident data several thousand specific valued behaviors were ab-
stracted and classified into three successively refined versions of a taxonomy
of community concerns. The sample was found to be biased in certain demo-
graphic characteristics and in emphasis given to certain behavioral concerns,
but the total set of behavior categories provided by the sample was compre-
hensive and probably included nearly all the concerns of the total community.

Panels of citizens reviewed the first year of progress favorably on the whole
and made specific ratings of the importance of behavioral categories and the
extent to which each was a responsibility of the school. Their ratings of
importance did not correlate appreciably with how frequently a category was
mentioned in critical incidents, nor with their own assignment of primary re-
sponsibility to the school.

The main products of the first year of effort were:

1. A set of specific behaviors representing community concerns for
its youth.

2. A taxonomy of the behaviors.
3. An interim model for developi ng effective school-community

communication.
4 Knowledge of the process of applying the critical incident

technique as part of the communication model.

The taxonomy of behaviors appears to represent substantial progress toward:

1. An effective operational model for communication between school
and community.

2. Development of instructional objectives based on community concerns
and measures of performance of these objectives.

3. A description of commonalities and differences among parts of the
community in their concerns for youth.

-4. A language and referent data which will help school and other
community members to communicate better about student perform-
ances.
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Chapter I

PROBLEM AND PLAN

Americans look increasiraly to formal education to help them meet the
challenges of an uncertain future. Better education will help a youth to
meet the ever greater demands on his skills as a citizen, as an expert at
some occupation, and as a person who seeks to keep his balance and zest for
life in troubled times. Similarly, we assume that the more complex problems
of our time will respond to more sophisticated training of our youth. Thus we
are coming to see the entire welfare of the human species as being at stake
in the quality of education. A natural result of this is the increasing
interest of community members in the process of education.

Contacts between schools and the general community have in the past been
confined mainly to general policy and dramatic conflicts. Intensive joint
exami.nation by educators and laymen of student objectives and how they are
reached has been occasional and haphazard. Yet if citizens are concerned
about the quality of education, their dialogue with the schools must take
place at this detailed level. It is probably not so much lack of interest
that has prevented this as lack of a communication system for insuring that
the community's concerns are comprehensively taken into account, and
conversely that the school's intentions are thoroughly disseminated and under-
stood by the community.

The Newport-Mesa Unified School District, foreseeing the advantages to all
of a solidarity between community and schools based on effective two-way
communication, undertook the project reported here in order to develop and
apply a model of school-community interaction as a basis for planning
curriculum and evaluating and reporting specific student performance.

Objectives

The long range goal of the Instructional Tasks Project is to determine the
requirements for a Community-School communication model and for its
implementation. The communication model would provide three broad
functions: (1) to establish a continuing system for identifying what specific
outcomes the community thinks should result from education, (2) to insure
clear understanding and communication among the segments of the community
and the school with regard to educational expectations and outcomes, and
(3) to provide an efficient way for designing educational programs to achieve
the desired outcomes.

This Community-School communication mociel is comprised of two elements:
(1) input and output functions, that is, who is to communicate with whom,
when and by what means, and what effects should the communication have,



and (2) the content of the communication. Design of input and output
functions is determined largely by decision-making requirements of the
educational system, But in any educational system there is the opportunity
to employ a wide variety of communication input/output arrangements. It is
anticipated that in later stages of development of the communication model
the Newport-Mesa District may explore ways to optimize these input and
output aspects of the communication-decision process.

The content of what is to be communicated, which is the main focus of the
first year of the project, is ultimately to be comprised of instructional
objectives and pupil performance specifications. In order to set instructional
objectives, which are the expected outcomes of the instructional program, it
is necessary to first determine what are the desired characteristics of youth
(Glaser & Klaus, 1966, p. 331). Once agreement is reached on desired
behaviors of youth to be produced by the instructional program, determination
of how these behaviors are to be learned and to be taught can proceed
(Glaser, 1964, po 155). Human engineering techniques applied to training
programs have influenczd the procedures of training with some success
(Crawford, 1966, p. 326). One major contribution of human engineering
to this study is the requirement that training programs set their objectives
by specification of outcomes in behavioral terms which state specific pupil
performances. Considering the fact that education concerns itself with
such extensive areas of human development, it is readily seen that performance
specifications for the educational program would constitute a large taxonomy
of behaviors extending from kindergarten through early adulthood years.
Considering this huge task, however, Melton states:

This lack of taxonomy places substantial limitations
on the ordering of our knowledge about learning and
about the feasibility of communicating that knowledge
(Melton, 1959, po 101).

The taxonomy would contain performance specifications for educational out-
comes systematically related to each other and related by concepts about
the performance operations denoted by the descriptive terms (Miller, 1966,
p. 193). Tools and techniques for observation of human behavior in general
areas and in specific educational curricula have extended over many years.
These are summarized by Med ly & Mitzel (1963, po 247) and include the
work of Thomas (1933), Olsen (1931), Bales (1950), Cartwright & Zander
(1953), Anderson (1939), Whithall (1949). In the broader area of social
interaction relevant work includes that of Flanders (1960), Newell, Lewis
& Whithall (1961), Hughes (1959), Perkins (1964), Wright & Proctor
(1961), Taba (1964), Bloom (1956), Krathwohl, Bloom & Masia (1964).

It was anticipated that determining the requirements for such a communiccilon
model and for its implementation would provide a procedural and operational



model useful to other communities in the United States. The goal for the
Newport-Mesa Unified School District is the establishment of such a communi-
cation system.

Study Design

The eventual establishment of such a communication system requires several
interim products. It would be necessary to know what the entire community,
including the school, believes to be desired attributes of youth. It would be
important to know what specific behaviors characterize these important and
desirable attributes, and it would be necessary to know how to measure
achievement of these attributes. Specification of the above types of content
wouk! then enable school and other community members to communicate clearly
about expected student performance. This in turn would enable educational
planning which takes into account the concerns of the entire community.

The long-range plan is outlined in Figure 1. The first step in the plan was
to &coin from a sample of the community behavioral examples of important
and desired attributes, and to find if these were held commonly among
segments of the entire community. If differences were found, it would be
necessary to identify them.

In order to identify the community's desired attributes for youth, their
concerns were studied by using the critical incident technique (Flanagan,
1962), in group and individual settings. In general the critical incident
technique involves asking respondents to describe in detail specific examples
of actions which were especially effective or ineffective in some area of
human endeavor, The community was divided into four groups -- Parents,
School, Social,and Youth. It was felt these "subcommunities" might possibly
have different concerns about youth. The critical incident technique yielded
statements of specific behaviors of youth which concerned the respondents.
An analysis of the incklents obtained identified the value dimensions by
which the community observed and evaluated behaviors of youth. These
specific behaviors reported by a respondent are felt to be the criterion
behaviors by which he knows or identifies the presence of valued attributes.
The valued attributes underlying the report of specific behaviors will here-
after be referred to as "concerns" of the community. The frequency with
which a type of behavior is reported in critical incidents will be called the
"salience" of the concern, since it represents the extent to which this kind
of behavior is "on people's minds" or salient in the public consciousness. The
critical incident behaviors were related into a framework of categories and
areas which would verbally define the concerns of the community. With
these categories of behavior, it would seem possible to develop instructional
objectives compatible with community expectancies. It would also seem
possible to use the behaviors as a framework for assessment of the pupil
population and establishment of standards of performance on the instructional
objectives.

-3-
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Agreements or disagreements among the four subcommunities could be identified
and possibly resolved through consultation with representatives of the four sub-
communities, or redefined in such fashion that instructional objectives, criterion
behaviors and standards of performance would have the support of all major
segments of the community.

The final effort of the Instructional Tasks Project would be to establish a
communication system using these expectancies, criterion behaviors, and
performance standards for continuously:

1. Establishing and revising educational objectives
2. Assessing pupil learning needs
3. Establishing educational programs
4. Evaluating the educational products in terms of:

a. pupil performance
b0 relevance and quality of educational programs

5. Communicating student performance to the community

Communication between school and community is the main theme of the
project. This is reflected in the design by the plan to assess the community's
concerns for youth as the first step upon which all later steps are built;
also by the goal of using this assessment as a basis for developing a clearer,
more specific language to facilitate communication. Another way in which
the communication theme is built into the design is the School District's
intention to periodically check with community representatives to insure that
the design and operation of the project is in keeping with the goals and
expectations of the community.

First Year Activities

A portion of these study procedures was accomplished in the first year of the
Instructional Tasks Project. Behaviors of youth which are of concern to the
community were identified by collecting critical incidents and classifying
them into a taxonomy of categories. Initially it was planned that the first
year's product would also include instructional objectives and performance
standards based on the profiles of behaviors gathered from the community.
However, the collection of information by group methods was inefficient
and extended periods of time were required to gain sufficient behavioral data.
Also, relating the behavioral data in a comprehensible category system was
found to be more complex than had been expecter4. The procedures by
which the profiles of behaviors were obtained, described in detail in the
next chapter, may be outlined briefly as follows:

The community served by the Newport-Mesa Unified
School District was divided into four subcommunities--

-5-



Parents, Social, School, and Youth. Random samples of
each subcommunity were interviewed individually or in
groups using the critical incident interview technique.

The behaviors were grouped into categories which were
organized into a topical framework. The procedure for
relating the behaviors into meaningful categories under-
went modifications. The representativeness of the
respondent sample was tested by a study of those who
had not responded in the original sampling.

The distribution of number of behaviors across
categories was analyzed statistically to determine the
categories of common concern to the four subcommunities
and those of differential concern so that a profile of the
relative concerns of each of the four subcommunities
could be shown.

Representatives of the four subcommurities evaluated
the community profile content for importance in the
development of the youngster, and for the school's
reponsibility in contributing to the development of the
attributes.

Products of the First Year

The products of one year's effort are a taxonomy of categories of behaviors of
concern to a sample of the community, profiles of the relative salience of
these concerns for different segments of the sample, and the results of
studies to determine the validity and appropriateness of future anticipated
uses of the taxonomy and profiles. The categories of behaviors constitute a
framework or a taxonomy of performance specifications from which instructional
objectives and performance standards can be developed. Comprehensiveness
of this taxonomil has been submitted to a preliminary test from which we
tentatively conclude that the taxonomy can describe most additional behavioral
concerns which might arise in the community.

Expectations for the functional utility of this product must be carefully
constrained. Miller (1966, p. 15'4) has commented on the functional
characteristics of a taxonomy of this type as follow-:

Certainly the total set of these terms (behavior descriptions)
should be exhaustive to the extent that any kind of
behavior requirement can be specified by one or a
combination of terms in the taxonomy. Mutual exclusive-
ness of terms may be from an operational standpoint a
vainly sought objective for a taxonomy.

-6-



That a taxonomy of human behavior is not likely to approach mutual exclusiveness
of categories is determined by the characteristic of human behavior and human
perceptions, both of which are multi-faceted. In addition, the probability of
a universal and eternal taxonomy of human behaviors is unlikely for at least
two principal reasons. The taxonomy as a system of cognitive constructs varies
as the individual "successively construes the replications of events" (Kelly,
1955, p. 72). Further, the taxonomy will not be universal or eternal because
of the nature of human behavior and our des:res for some of its attributes. As
Miller (1966, p. 188) has pointed out, the paradox of a heuristic description
of human performance specification includes the attribute of the human being
as an improvisor, to "meet contingencies, the nature of which can only be
anticipated in part and these imperfect anticipations of system activities make
for imperfect specifications of human input/output requirements."

Even though any taxonomy of a broad area of human behavior must be a
shifting, overlapping and incomplete framewofk, such a taxonomy is necessary
if communication about the educational performance of youth is to be focused
on specifk behavior in a systematk way.



Chapter II

PROCEDURES

Community Samples

Originally the population to be studied contained three subcommunities
Social Community, School Community, and Consumer Community. As the
study was undertaken, students were extracted from the School Community
and combined with high school graduates to form a fourth group, Youth
Community. These communities were further divided in the following manner.

Social Community. The Social Community contained Parents, members of
Social and Civic organizations and members from the Community-at-large
(Social Non-organized). A sample of Parents was developed by drawing
randomly from attendance cards of each school, *portioned according to
ratio of enrollment in the individual school to total district enrollment. A
sample of members of Social and Civic Organizations was developed by
identifying all organizations having some direct or indirect concern with youth
and serving the Newport-Mesa area, either by local offices or offices in the
County. A total of 202 organizations was found to qualify. A Community-
at-large sample was developed by apportioning population distribution by
School District planning areas (see Table 10) and developing quotas and
locating residences from a residential list of telephone subscribers. This
eliminated those not having telephones.

School Community. A sample of professional school staff was developed
according to the proportion of teachers in each school to the total of all
schools in the District.

Consumer Community. The Consumer Community contained those community
rrierTi erF7sviho eTrITTOYed, or further trained, the graduates of the high schools.
A random sample of 148 graduates of 1962 through 1966 was drawn to
determine what activities followed graduation from high school. Of these,
56 were not located. The remaining 92 had engaged in the following
activities. Approximately 70 percent had attended institutions of higher
learning. Approximately 29 percent had gone into employment and about
one percent had gone either into the Armed Forces or had married and
engaged in no other activity. (See Appendix A for Survey of Graduate
Activities.) A sample of people in higher education was developed by
contacting senior administrators of California State College at Fullerton,
Orange Coast College, and Chapman (College. Each was asked to supply
names of faculty members who would be available for individual interviews.
Sixty-seven interviews were scheduled with this group. An employers sample
was developed by random selection of businesses and industries of the type
employing graduates according to the survey of graduate activities. Thirty-six

-8-



interviews were scheduled with people in this group.

Youth Community. A sample of Graduates was developed by apportioning
distributions by year of the graduates from 1962 through 1966. The portions
graduating each year from the high schools determined the quota for each
school and for each school year. Names were drawn randomly from the lists
of graduating Seniors. A Student sample was developed by drawing names from
the rolls of the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades of each of ihe high schools.

Interview quotas for the subcommunities . In order to obtain sufficient critical
incident reports, the quotas in Table 1 were established based on the expectation
that each interview would produce four critical incidents. Parents and
organized or unorganized citizens being far the largest subcommunities in
number, it was decided that 300 respondents from each of these groups would
provide sufficient data. The school and consumer populations were smaller
so the quotas were set lower. The minimum number of respondents needed to
characterize a su'ocommunity was set at 100. In proportion to population size
samples larger than 100 might have been obtained for Graduates and Students.
However, these youth populations were added to the design after the budget
had been fixed, and it was fiscally necessary to hold the sample size to a
minimum.

Table 1

Interview Quotas

N in Quota

Parents 300Social
Social Organized 300Community
Social Non-organized . a 300

School
Community 200

Consumer
Community 100

Youth Graduates 100
Community Students 100

Summary . The community was divided into four groups -- Consumers, Social,
School, and Youth. Quotas of interviews were established for each of the four
communities. Samples for each of the communities were developed by
population distribution in each and drawn randomly except in the case of
higher education, where interviewees were suggested iv a senior administrator
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in each of the institutions of higher learning. Rosters of people to be invited
to group sessions were increased 60 percent to allow for possible nonacceptance
of the invitation.

Data Collection Methods

The critical incident technique had been selected as the means to collect
data on community concerns. Group sessions were planned for all but the
Consumer Community in order to reduce costs. In group sessions, Critical
Incident Forms were completed by each group member after the whole group
had been instructed on how to complete the form. Interviewers administered
the forms and recorded the responses in the individual interviews.

The critical incident forms The respondent's attention was directed to two
general areas of behavior personal and social development, and skills and
knowledges. These broad areas were mentioned as a way of trying to insure
that respondents not confine their examples to a particular kind of behavior
by misinterpreting the connoted intent of the question. Stimulus questions
asked for incidents of desirable and undesirable behaviors in these two areas
using the following stimulus questions:

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or say
something which you think was a particularly good example
of the skill or knowledge young people of this age should
have.

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or say
something which fell short of your standards of skill or
knowledge for young people of this age.

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or say
something you think was a particularly good exarple of
the personal or social development young people of this
age shou!cl show.

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or
say something which fell short of your standards of
personal and social development for young people of this
age.

The rationale for the wording of the stimulus questious was as follows: "Think
of a recent time..." was intended to focus their attention on a single event
rather than an impression abstracted from many experiences. A recent event
was requested because it would usually be recalled more clearly and in
greater detail . Asking for " ...a particularly good example..." was
intended to insure that the event was not just a random observation but
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rather was a direct manifestation of some attribute valued by the respondent.
Linking the example to expectations for "...young people of this age" was
meant to narrow their judgments about achievement of the desired attribute
to what they considered appropriate for that age group raiher than what was
expected eventually of a mature adult.

Examples of both a desirable and an undesirable behavior were requested in
each broad area in order to sample the full range of success and flilure,
and so better to define the community's concerns. Quite often the most
salient, visible, recallable examples of one valued attribute will be failures
while the most salient examples of another concern will be successes. This
does not necessarily imply that where failures are more salient they actually
occur more often than successes, nor that failures are more important. R

may be that successes are reported less often because they are taken more
for granted.

After each of the four stimulus questions, the following inquiries regarding the
incident were made in order to be sure that the respondent described a single
incident in detail and related it to a valued attribute.

Was the person a boy or girl?

Approximate age?

Approximate grade?

How long ago did this happen?

Where or under what conditions did it happen?

Exactly what happened?

Why is this desirable? (or) Why is it undesirable?

A fifth question asked for additional comments or observations about skills,
knowledges, or personal and social development of youngsters. This question
was designed to solicit general impressions of youth, whereas the critical
incident questions were to solicit specific instances and descriptive observa-
tions of behaviors of concern to the respondent. Time has not permitted a
detailed content analysis of the general comments, but it appears from an
initial scanning that most of them are comments on the school and its
operations rather than concerns for the outcomes of education in terms of
student behavior.

Identification data about the respondent asked for marital status, number and
ages of children, number of years residence in the community, approximate
age, iocation of residence, and three optional questions -- amount of edu-
cation, occupation, and whether or not self-employed. The complete form is
presented in Appendix B.



For the Graduate group, a different response form was used (see Appendix C).
They were asked what they had done since leaving high school and to describe
ways in which they felt high school best and least prepared them for what
they have been doing since leaving high school. They were also asked to
describe specific situations since high school graduation which made them
particularly thankful for something they had learned, and situations which
made them aware of something they had not learned before leaving high
school.

Orientation of participants -- group administration. A standard script was
developed for group administration of the Critical Incident Forms (see
Appendix D). The script described the purposes of the study and of the
form, and gave directions for completing the form and trial examples of
critical incidents.

Group session pilot studies. The first pilot study of the Critical Incident
Form was conducted with professional and clerical staff of the central offices
of the Newport-Mesa Unified School District. It was found that about an
hour and a half of writing time was necessary to complete the four stimulus
questions and the general question. A second tryout was conducted with
teachers and a third with members of all other communities. Two changes in
procedure occurred between the second and third tryouts. Greater emphasis
was placed on the need for specificity in the description of incidents. In
addition, the final question was changed from "Why is this behavior effective
or why is this behavior ineffective?", to "Why is this desirable or why is
this undesirable?". This change resulted in a decrease in recommendations
for school programs and in explaining causal factors in the observed behavior
and an increase in the expression of values. Getting explicit expressions of
the values employed by the observer in judging the critical incident behavior
enabled clearer identification of the concern underlying the particular incident
chosen.

Ana Hy, the four questions were printed on paper of different colors. The
packages of four questions, the general question, and the identification data
were then assembled, with the order of stimulus questions rotated on different
forms in order to randomize interactive effects of the questions.

Summary. The Critical Incident Form was developed to be used in both
group and individual data collection sessions. Three tryouts were conducted
with small samples of the communities which would be represented. Changes
were made in the orientation script and in the stimulus questions. Respondents
participating in the tryout were deleted from the samples prior to the regular
critical incident data collection period.

The Critical Incident Sessions

Administrators. Letters were sent to deans of Schools of Education, Psychology,
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or Graduate Divisions of the University of California at Irvine, California State
College at Long Beach, California State College at Fullerton, and Chapman
College requesting circulation of administrator job announcements. Applicants
were interviewed and four were selected -- three to conduct group sessions and one
to conduct individual interviews with the Consumer Community. . The administrators
were provided two half-day sessions of training and two administration tryouts
during the pilot phase. Group administrators were assigned randomly to meetings
in order to minimize any biasing interaction with population characteristics which
might be related to geographic locations in the communities.

Contact methods for group sessions (Figure 2). Procedures for inviting community
members to the group sessions were modified as the result of community response.
Common to all of the three contact methods used, letters appropriate to the
particular community over the signature of the President of the Board of Education
or the District Superintendent of the Newport-Mesa Unified School District, were
sent inviting participation in a group session.

Group sessions were scheduled for evenings in the elementary school nearest
community members' homes. One group meeting was held on Monday evenings and
three group meetings each on Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday evenings. Sessions
commenced May 1 and continued through June 7 with additional sessions for the
Social Non-organized community being held during the week of June 19 through 22.

First contact method. Phone calls were made following mailed invitations to further
explain the purpose of the meeting and to schedule the person into a group session.
Participants were also phoned prior to the meeting to remind them of their scheduled
attendance. Table 2 analyzes effectiveness of this first contact method:

Table 2

Community Response to Invitation -- First Contact

School Parents
Soc. Soc .

Non-org. Org. Students Total

Number to be contacted 24 32 35 40 26 157

Number calls made 36 47 f 79 95 21 278

Replies:

Affirmative 15 24 : 9 15 9 72
Refusal 7 14 14 14 4 49
Unable to contact 2 3 9 6 7 27
Non-respondents 0

,
d! 3 5 6 16

Actual Attendance 9 11 2 9 4 35
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With these procedures, average participation of those invited was 22 percent .

Approximately 50 percent who scheduled themselves into a group meeting appeared
and completed Critical Incident Forms. About half invited agreed to attend the
meetings.

Second contact method. Certain changes were made due to low attendance.
Samples were increased in order to meet the quotas established. It became
uneconomical to provide follow-up phone calls with the highly increased
mailed invitations. Therefore, a response form to be returned by mail was
enclosed in each letter of invitation indicating the meeting which the
participant might ottend. Reminder phone calls were continued; and, in
addition, those people who did not attend after scheduling the meeHng were
phoned, and offered the alternative of rescheduling for another meeting or
completing a Critical Incident Form to be returned by mail .

Third contact method. Size of samples was again increased in order to obtain
the necessary quotas and contact methods were revised. The response forms
indicating agreement to attend a group meeting were continued. Rather
than phone calls to remind persons of their meeting appointment, reminder
cards were sent each person. Those who had scheduled themselves for
sessions but who did not appear (No Shows), were phoned in an attempt to
reschedule them into later meetings. In addition, efforts were made to
improve attendance of the Social Organized sample. This sample had been
developed by contacting officers of the 202 organizations asking for names of
members they would interest in participating. Actual attendance of the
persons whose names had been submitted was moderately high. Of the 84
people agreeing to attend, 43 actually attended and completed Critical
Incident Forms. With a Social Organized quota of 300, this response was
not sufficient, so an attempt was made to increase participation. The 202
organizations were again contacted by phone (Table 3) and asked to
participate in the study by accepting Critical Incident Forms by mail .

Table 3

Social Organized Community Response To
Mailed Critical Incident Forms

Total Number Called . . . OOOOOOOO
Unable to contact
Called back. . ... .

.

.

.

0

.

0

. . 202

12

23
Phone disconnected . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13

Not interested--Said "no" 0 0 OOOOO 0 35

Lost invitation--had to mail another 8

Have to call back--do not have names
ready to turn in OOOOO .. OOOO . 19

Questionnaire and cover letter to be
sent out 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 92
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Ninety-two of the officers contacted requested forms in varying numbers.
Consequently several hundred forms were mailed for the organization officers
to distribute. Only 24 were completed and returned by mail.

Analysis of the Non-respondents. A survey by phone was made of those not
accepting invitations to group interviews. As the result, alternatives were
offered a small sample of Non-respondents on a pilot basis.

A random sample of 300 Non-respondents (Table 4) was contacted by phone
inviting them to participate by three alternative methods, (1) group sessions,
days or evenings; (2) individual interviews at home; (3) Critical Incident Forms
sent by mail to be completed at home.

Alternative Interview Response

Sample (taken from Parents, School and Social
Non-organized communities)

No answer 104

Calls completed to residence

Unable to connect
Individual wili call back

Actually called back
Project staff to call back in p.m. 13

Project staff to call back some other time , 16

Responded "yes" to invitation for grp interview, . . 33
No Show 22
Interview completed 11

Responded "no" to grp interview but agreed
to individual interview 3

Individual interviews completed 3

Responded "no" to both grp or individual
interview but agreed to mail out ... . c. , 54

Returned mail outs
Asked for additional information 4
Gave additional information 2

Not interested--gave no additional information 17

Not interested--gave additional information 4

Combining the alternative response opportunities, 16 of the 196 respondents
contacted completed Critical Incident Forms. Of the 90 agreeing to some type
of participation, mail-out of the Critical Incident Form was the most frequently



chosen (54) but least effective . Only two of the mailed forms were returned completed.

Contact methods for obtaining individual interviews. Individual interviews were
held only with the Consumer sample composed of people in higher education and
employers in business and industry. Interview invitations were by mail with follow-up
phone calls to set appointments at the interviewee's office or place of business.
Results of the Consumer interviews are shown in Table 5.

Table 5

Consumer Community Interviews

Higher Education

Busir,ess, Industry, and
Armed Forces

Total

No.
Scheduled

No.
Conducted

No. providing
usable data

67

36

103

58

31

89

50

5

55

Not all scheduled interviewees were actually able to meet with the interviewer.
In addition, of the 89 interviews conducted, only 54 w7re able to provide usable
critical incident data because of difficulty with the instrument, with the inter-
view, and branching to discussions of educational problems and needs of youth.
In some cases, individuals requested the interview form be left and returned at
a later time. Very few of these were completed.

Summary. The three contact methods produced the participation of the seven
segments of the community sampie shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Community Sample Interview Response

Total meetings held

Total individuals
invited

Total individuals
attending

Percent attending

Parents
Soc .

Org.

Soc.
Non-
org. School Consumer Grad

Stu-
dent Totals

(group)

18

1480

217

14.7%

(group) (group) (group) (indiv .) mailed

3 20 12 89

84 2480 650 103 338

67* 211 273 55 126

51.2W* 8.5% 42.0% 53.4% 37.3%

(group) (grp rntgs)

5 58

168 5303

105 1054

62.5% 19.9%

*Included 24 mail responses from social organization members other than 84 invited to
group meetings.

**Based on 43 attending out of 84 invited.
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The low response (20 percent) to interview invitations raised questions regarding

representativeness of the sample. With approximately 80 percent of the randomly

selected sample not responding, it was possible that non-respondents might

express different behaviors/concerns.

Subsequently (see Representativeness of the Community Sample later in this

chapter) sample characteristics were analyzed to determine possible bias in

representation, and a random sample of non-respondents was interviewed for

critical incidents to test representativeness of the original sample's behavioral

data.

Critical Incident Content Analyses

Critical incident interviews had been conducted in order to determine what

behaviors of youth were of greatest concern to the community. Analysis of the

data obtained was undertaken in order to determine: (1) the content of the

behavioral descriptions and (2) their salience (frequency of report) in the four

subcommunities. Development of behavior profiles would show what attributes

of youth are of concern to each of the four subcommunities and to what extent

they agree and disagree on these.

First content analysis. Critical incident interview data and respondent identifi-

cation data were typed on McBee sorting cards, one card for each critical

incident. Interview responses to the general question were separated from those

containing incidents since these comments tended to the general, rather than

specific incidents compatible with the critical incident technique. The remainder

totaled approximately 3500 McBee cards.

Incidents were analyzed for topic and placed together into small groups. Two

hundred and thirty-six categories of behavior topics were developed in this

manner. These formed the following major groupings of reported incidents:

Written/Oral Communication
Social Behavior
Peer Relationships
Relationships with Younger Children
Skills
Job Behavior
Relationships with Adults
School-Related Behavior
Personal Attributes

Thirty-eight teachers, representing grade levels from kindergarten through high
school and the various curriculum areas, were employed for six weeks during
the summer to organize the incidents within categories by grade level. Many

incidents contained several specific behaviors so for many of the critical incidents
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several behavior descriptions were produced. Foch descriptio.1 was entered on
a Behavioral Specification Form. This provided more succinct restatements of
the data and also provided for suggested ways in 'which the behaviors might be
assessed. Many behaviors could be placed in several categories, consequently
behavioral specification reductions produced approximately 6000 specific
behaviors. Concurrently new categories were deveioped which, when refined
and regrouped, totaled 288. A study of the reliability of sorting into this
first set of categories showed low judge agreement. Specific behaviors were
drawn from 50 randomly selected categories. Six judges' sorts were compared
to original category placement. Judges' individual agreement with original
category placement ranged from 16 to 22 percent, an average of 19.7 percent
of the specific behaviors placed in the original categories. Only one behavior
of the 50 was placed back in the original category by three or more judges.

It had been anticipated that a comprehensive set of instructional objectives
could be developed from the critical incident categories of behavior by the
summer project staff. However, once the specific behaViors had been allocated
to appropriate grades, gaps existed at some grade levels. Also lack of speci-
ficity in the behaviors appeared in some of the category areas. For project
staff to fill these gaps, of either grade level or specificity, would seem to
violate the original data by adding critical behaviors which had not been
drawn from the community itself. Therefore, gaps were not filled and instruc-
tional objectives were not developed at this stage.

Second content analysis. A review of the first content analysis revealed
sizable overlapping of categories so that new data might be classified into
many different categories. Consequently, the classification structure was
revised.

The categories formed two major groupings -- behaviors which are interactive
and those which are non-interactive. interactive behaviors suggest concerns
about the way youth deals with others and non-interactive behaviors with how
they deal with themselves. The interactive categories reduced to four types
of interactions with others:

Cooperating
Respecting
Instructing or Influencing
Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing

The non-interactive groupings reduced to categories concerned with Skills and
Know ledges as the result of learning experiences, Self-management behaviors,
and Attitudes and Values.

The 6000 specific behaviors on the Behavioral Specification Forms were sorted
into these seven major areas. Five judges, each specializing in one or two of



the major areas, analyzed the behaviors for major themes and sub-topics. The

sub-topics were redistributed among the seven major areas. Behaviors were
then sorted into these new category areas:

Cooperating/Respecting
Instructing/Influencing
Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing
Managing/Directing Self
Employing Skills, Knowledges, Attitudes

This resulted in a system with 344 basic categories.

A study of the reliability of the categories was undertaken using two procedures.
One study sampled behaviors from every category. . In all 1025 behaviors
drawn randomly from the total set of 6000 were re-sorted by five judges
consisting of staff members and teachers who had participated in development
of the categories. The task was divided by randomly assigning one fifth of
the behaviors to each judge, and pooling their judgments for analysis. Of
the 1025 behaviors re-sorted, 606 or 59.1 percent were replaced into the
original category, considering only the most specific category level . The

results are shown in Table 7 in terms of categories having varying degrees of
sorter reliability. . In 48 percent of the 344 categories, over 75 percent of
the behaviors were replaced correctly.

Table 7

Number and Percent of Categories Having
Varying Degrees of Re-sort Reliability -- Second Content Analysis

Percent of behaviors
replaced correctly

Number of
categories*

Percent of
total categories

100%

More than 75%

More than 50%

More than 25%

Zero (none replaced
correct ly )

151

165

235

267

72**

43.6

48.0

68.3

77.6

20.9

*Based on 344 total categories.
**Of the 72 categories, 57 of them were represented by only one

behavior.
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In a second sorter reliability each of the five judges independently re-sorted
the same 100 randomly drawn behaviors. Individual judge agreements with
original category placement ranged from 48 to 59 percent, with an average
of 52.4 percent, a considerable increase over the reliability of 19.7 percent
found for the first content analysis.

Berelson (1954, p. 514) points out the possibility of underestimating reliability
in studies where sorter reliability is determined on detailed categories which

are later subsumed into more general categories for reporting purposes. He

further suggests that reliability of categories should be determined on the
functional requirements for the category system. Since we can anticipate
the use of the taxonomies developed here at varying levels of specificity of
categories, the sorting reliabilities were analyzed at various levels and are
shown in Table 8. The number of digits by which specificity is indicated in
Table 8 refers to the code numbers of categories which are shown in Table 229
That is, at one one-digit level there are five general areas, at the two-digit
level there are 31 subareas, etc.

Table 8

Percent of Behaviors Re-sorte:I Into Original Categories--
Second Content Analysis

Specificity of Categories

Most
specific

level
3-digit
level

2-digit
level

1-digit
level

By all 5 judges 23 34 42 64

By 4 or more judges 37 50 56 75

By 3 or more judges 55 64 71 83

By 2 or more judges 66 72 80 88

By 1 or more judges 84 90 95 96

The first column in Table 8 shows that at the most specific level 23 percent
of the behaviors were re-sortedcorrectly by all fivc judges, 37 percent were
re-sorted correctly by four or more judges, etc. The last column shows that
of five general areas 64 percent of the behaviors were re-sorted correctly
by all five judges, 75 percent were re-sorted correctly by four or more judges,
83 percent by three or more judges, etc. As would be expected, simpler
sorting requirements resulted in higher agreement among the judges. At the
three-digit level three or more judges agreed 64 percent of the time, while
at the two-digit level agreement occurred 71 percent of the time.



Third content analysis. The Sorter Reliability Study of the second content
analysis also suggested that many behaviors could be related to several
different categories. Therefore, a review and editing effort was introduced

in which every behavior was compared to the original incident report.
Accuracy of data reduction onto the Behavioral Specification Form was
determined on two bases: (1) the verbatim accuracy of the behavior reduction,
and (2) its relationship to the valuing statement which the respondent had
given in answer to the questions, "Why is this desirable?" or "Why is this
undesirable?".

A review of the 6000 specific behaviors revealed several types of errors in
the data reduction process. One type of error occurred where multiple
behaviors had been taken from a single incident. Many of the behaviors
abstracted from. the incident dealt with context material or were unnecessarily
small fragments of an overall broad behavior of concern to the respondent. A
second type of error occurred in abstraction of behaviors from the incident on
the projected values of the person reducing the data rather than those of the
respondent. Review and editing of the specific behaviors eliminated approxi-
mately 1300 specific behaviors and 41 categories. Behaviors were grouped
together by valuing statements without regard to whether the behavior cited
was negative or positive. The valence of nearly all valuing statements was
positive since the desired behavior of the respondent was positive, for example,
"Accept Job Responsibility".

A total of 303 basic categories remained, which reflect the values of the
respondents and which require fewer multiple classifications of behaviors,
except in those instances where the respondent stated several values when
giving reasons why the behavior was desirable or undesirable. Reliability of
categories was analyzed as in the second content analysis again using five
judges and 100 randomly selected behaviors. This time the percent of
behaviors replaced into their original categories varied from 49 percent to
77 percent for the five judges and the mean percent correctly replaced was
56.8, which was only slighily higher than the corresponding mean (52.4) for
the second content analysis.

Table 9 analyzes agreement of judges with the original categories at the
various levels of category specificity. Differences from the second content
analysis were small, the largest being an increase to 43 percent of occasions
when four or more judges agreed with the original category (all levels) as
compared to 37 percent in the second content analysis.
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Table 9

Percent of Behaviors Re-sorted Into Original Categories--
Third Content Analysis

Specificity of Categories

Most
specific

level
3-digit
level

2-digit
level

1-digit
level

By all 5 judges 27 38 46 63

By 4 or more judges 43 53 61 74

By 3 or more judges 57 59 71 82

By 2 or more judges 70 72 85 89

By 1 or more judges 87 89 94 95

The 303 categories, plus the more general subareas and areas into which they
were combined, totaled 368. There are 30 groupings at the two-digit level,
158 groupings at the three-d!git level, and 174 groupings of categories at
the four- and five-digit level . Agreement among judges, although far from
perfect, was far higher than could be expected by chance.

Summary. In order to develop profiles of community behavioral concerns for
youth and compare the agreements and d:sagreements within the community,
critical incidents were analyzed for specific behaviors based on the valuing
statements of the respondent. The verbatim incident reports were typed onto
McBee sorting cards and specific behaviors were abstracted from the incident
onto Behavioral Specification Forms. Several methods for developing cate-
gories were attempted, resulting in a taxonomy of critical behaviors based
on the valuing statements of the respondent rather than the behaviors themselves
and for which the specific behaviors stand as criteria, or ways of estimating
the presence or absence of the desired attribute.

Reliability of sorting behaviors into categories improved with revisions of the
category system. The reliabilities were of course higher at the more general
levels where fewer categories were involved. Berelson (1954) criticizes
the infrequent reporting of reliability of judges' observations in content
analysis studies. Those studies he summarizes reported percentage agreements
ranging from 66 percent to 96 percent for relatively simple content analyses.
Our mean percentage correct for the simplest level (five categories) was
80 percent and for the next level (31 categories) 72 percent. These values
are similar to those reviewed by Berelson.
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Demographic Representativeness of the Community Sample

The purpose of the Instructional Tasks Project was to find the expectations for youth

held by the community. . Consequently, samples from the four subcommunities were

drawn randomly in order to get a representative response of the community. . Low

rate of response to the invitations to participate in the critical incident seosions

raised questions as to representativeness of the sample obtained.

Demographic analysis of community sample. An analysis of certain demographic

c aracteristics of t e respondent sample was undertaken to determine how certain

segments of the community were represented. Population comparisons were made from

various sources of population estimates and compared to respondent characteristics.

The following tables report characteristics of the respondent sample which were

grouped tn more closely duplicate the population composition. This was necessary

since the arbitrary composition of the original four subcommunities would tend to

Sias sample characteristics.

Geographic distribution. Data on the community population was obtained

from a recent study made by the school district for master planning wherein

the community was divided geographically into 11 areas.

Table 10

Geographic Distribution of Community Sample

POPULATION SAMPLE (Controlled for stratification bias)

Planning
Area***

Elementary
School

% of District
population
contained in
Planning Area***

N pc.gticipating
including ail
but Students and
Graduate Sample

N participating
including all but
Students,School,
Consumer and
Graduate Sample

N participating
including all but
School, SNO,
Students,Consumer
and Grad. Sample

No. /0 No.
J

% No. %

2
A,B,C,
D
E,F,G,H,
1,J

13.3

18.1

108

130

14.0

16.9

77

87

15.7

17.7

70

80

16.4

18.8and 3

' and 5
K,L,M,
C) 20.9 55 7.2 41 8.4 39 9.2

6 P C;),R S 20.4 176 22.9 118 24.0 96 22.5

T U V 6 6 41 5.3 23 4.7 19 4.5

, 8 7 65 8 5 48 9.8 43 10.1

: 10 1 X Y 12.0 133 17.3 76 15 5 66 15.5

Other 61 7.9 21 4.3 13 3 1

Total **** 769 491 426

nc u es larents, SNO and SO on y.
** Includes Parents and SNO only.
***Based on 1966 interim analysis for Newport-Mesa Unified School

by Odell MacConnell Associates, Inc.
****Does not include the 46 respondents who did not
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Table 10 reveals that Areas Four and Five of the population were under-
represented in the respondent sample. Twenty-one percent of the
community lived in Areas Four and Five but only seven to nine percent
of the respondent sample was from these planning areas.

Education level . Community data showing distribution of education, gathered
from the 1960 census, was compared to the respondent sample.

Table 11

Education of Community Sample

POPU-
LATION

SAMPLE
(Controlled for Stratification Bias)

includes all
includes all but Students,

includes all but Students/ Consumer,
but Students School, Con- Social Organ-
and
Graduate

Sample

District* No. %

sumer and
Graduate

Sample**

No. %

ized, and
Graduate

Sample***

No. %

Less than five years of school 2.6 2 0.3 2 0.4 2 0.5

Five years of school or more but
less than High School Graduation 34.4 14 1.9 14 3.1 13 3.4

Completed High School but did
not graduate from college 49.1 180 24.3 172 38.2 152 39.5

College Graduates 13.9 545 73.6 262 58.2 218 56.6

Median School Years
Completed 12.4 16 - 16 - 16 NM.

Educational level unidentified 60 30 31

Total 801 480 416

*1960 Census data based on population 25 years or older.
**Includes Parents, Social Non-organized and Social Organized only.

***Includes Parents and Social Non-organized only.

Those with less than completion of high school were not well represented
in the respondent sample. Thirty-seven percent of the community in 1960

had not completed high school as compared to two to four percent of the
respondent sample.
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Age distribution. Age distribution of the population by a special census
conducted in 1966 shows the following distribution of the population of
those twenty years of age or more.

Table 12

Ages of Community Sample

POPULATION SAMPLE (Controlled for Stratification Bias)
N includes ail
but Students,

Age
Group

District
Percentage*

includes all but
Student & Graduate Consumer

Sample

Parents, School
& Graduate

Sample**
c:;0,No.

20 - 29 22.9 75 10.4 20 7.8

30 - 39 21.5 257 35.6 72 28.0

40 - 49 23.3 272 37.7 102 39.7

50 - 59 15.3 90 12.5 48 18.7

60 - 69 9.8 12 3.1 12 4.7

70+ 7.2 4 .6 3 1.2

100.0 720 99.9 257 100.1

(Non-respondents) 8

Totals 10000 720 99.9 265 100.1

*Based on figures taken from Special Census, Costa Mesa, and Special
Census, Newport Beach, 4/66.

**Includes Social Non-organized and Social Organized only.

Those sixty years of age and older were not well represented in the respon-
dent sample. Seventeen percent of the community population belonged to
this age group, but only 3.7 to 5.9 percent of the respondent sample were
members of this age group. The 20 to 29 age group also appears to be
under-represented. However, identification data was not gathered from the
Graduates, therefore, it is not known whether this age group is under- or
over-represented.

Vocational distribution. The vocations of respondents were compared to
that of the population of the 1960 census report .
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POPULATION SAMPLE (Controlled for Stratification Bias)

Vocations of Community Sample

Table 13

**Includes Parents, Social Non-organized and Social Organized only.

Above figures do not include:

District*

46.2

.......

Student & Graduate
all but

41

Sample

93.0

7.0

. 65
Retired

Number
Students

Consumer & Graduate

236

No .

White Collar 53.8 541

Sam

N includes all but

41

9

Private household 113

Student, School

ple**

85.2

Blue Collar 14.8

*Based on 1960 Censks figures.

Analysis of Table 13 reveals that blue collar workers were not adequately
represented in the respondent sample. Forty-six percent of the community
had jobs in 1960 which could be categorized as blue collar, while only
7 to 15 percent of the respondents could be classified in this category..
Conversely, of course, the white collar workers were a larger percentage
of the respondent sample than in the population of 1960.

Summary. In order to determine the representativeness of the sample, a
demographic analysis was undertaken, comparing the geographic, education,
age, and vocational characteristics of the respondent sample to the community
population. About 80 percent of the respondents, other than Students and
Graduates, identified the area of the community in which they lived. Informa-
tion on vocational distribution was gathered on only 582 of the respondents
who were not Students or Graduates. Within those limitations, the respondents
appear to be rather well representative of the community in regard to these
four demographic characteristics except for under-representation of individuals
living in Planning Areas Four and Five, of individuals with less than high school
graduation, of individuals sixty years of age and older, and of blue collar
workers.

A Study of Non-respondents

The most germane question about representativeness is whether the critical
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behavior> obtained from the respondents are different from those which the
Non-respondents would have g3ven, and, if so, in what ways. Therefore,
in addition to anaiysis of demogruphic characteristics of the sample, a study
of the representativeness of critical incident behaviors was undertaken. The
study involved collecting critical incident reports from a sample of the Non-
respondents to determine if different categories of behaviors would be obtained
or emphasized.

Procedures. Individual interviews rather than group sessions were conducted
since experience had shown respondents more likely to agree to an individual
interview. A random sample of Non-respondents was drawn from Parents,
Social Non-organized, and School communities. The remaining four sub-
categories of community members were not sampied for the following reasons.

Original rosters of Social Organized members were not known to us
since invitations to organization members had been made through
officers of the organizations. We, therefore, could not know who
constituted the Non-respondent Social Organized sample.

Non-responding Consumers were not sampled since our technique for
this study replicated that which the Consumers had already received.
In addition, comments of Consumers not participating in the interviews
suggested little likelihood they would respond to another interview
opportunity.

The Graduate sample had been mailed forms and reminded several
times through follow-up letters. There was no opportunity to
interview a random sample of the Graduates without extensive
traveling beyond the County.

The Student group was not sampled since many had graduated and
were unavailable in the area, and their original response to the
group meetings had been rather high; the Student group was therefore
better represented than the others.

Seven interviewers were obtained and provided training. They were given
randomly assigned addresses of Non-respondents to interview. The interview
data was typed onto McBee sorting cards and reduced as was the original
delta. Behaviors were entered on Behavioral Specification Forms with notation
as o the valuing statement of the respondent. These value statements and
behaviors were then analyzed in order to determine the occurrence of new
categories.

Non-respondent study sample response. Response of the Non-respondent sample
is shown in Ta le 14, in which Q" stands for quota.
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Table 14

Non-respondent Sample Interview Response

Q
Number

Contacte6 % of Q
Number

Completing % of Q

Parents 55 46 83.6 39 70.9

Social Non-organized 135 105 77.8 87 64.4

School 33 33 100.0 32 97.0

Total 223 184 82.5 158 71.0

Attempts were made to contact 223 persons. The interviewers were able to contact
184, 82 percent of the sample. One hundred and fifty-eight accepted and
completed the individual interview, or 71 percent of the original quota . The
Social Non-organized community had the lowest rate of completion (64.4 percent)

it!i.
and the School community had the highest (97 percent).

Demographic characteristics. Demographic characteristics of the Non-respondent
sample were compared to the original sample on the four characteristics of
geographic location, education, age, and vocation.

Geographic distribution. Analysis of the location of residence of the
respondents in this study shows some differences with the original
sample as revealed in Table 15 on the following page.

The Non-respondent sample is similar to the original sample by
representation in Planning Area Six. There are differences in all
other Planning Areas. However, for the purposes of this study,
the increase in representation in Planning Areas Four and Five is
of significance since the original sample was under-representative
of the population in these two planning areas.



Geographic

Table 15

Distribution of Non-respondent Sample

Planning
Area

Elementary
School

% of District
population con-
tained in plan-

ning area*

Original
Sample**

No.

Non-
respondent

Sample
No.

2

1 and 3

4 and 5

6

7

9

8,10,11

Adams
Balearic
California
Mesa Verde

Bear
College Park
Ki I lybrooke
Paularino
Presidio
Sonora

Canyon
Pomona
Victoria
Whittier
Wilson

Harper
Mariners
Newport Hgts.
Woodland

Bay View
Lindbergh
Monte Vista

Newport

Corona del Mar
Harbor View

Other

13.3

18.1

20.9

20.4

6.6

8.7

12.0

.011

Totals

No response

108

130

55

176

41

65

133

61

769

10

14.0

16.9

7.2

22.9

5.3

8.5

17.3

7.9

100.0

25

37

21

30

3

8

10

1

135

20

18.5

27.4

15.6

22.2

2.2

5.9

7.4

0.8

100.0

*1966-67 N-MUSD study conducted by Odell MacConnel Associates, Inc .

**All except Students and Graduates.
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Education level . Distribution of educational characteristics of the Non-respondent
sample is shown in Table 16.

Table 16

Educational Distribution of Non-respondent Sample

District
%*

Original
Sample**

No.

Non-respondent
Sample***

No.

Less than five years
of school

2.6 2 0.3 0 0

Five years of school
or more but less than
high school graduation

34.4 14 1.9 10 6.6

Completed high school
but did not graduate
from college

49.1 180 24.3 68 44.7

College Graduates 13.9 545 73.6 74 48.7

Totals 741 100 . 1 152 100.0

No response 60 6

*1960 Census data based on population 25 years or older.
**All except Student and Graduate communities.

***Includes Parents, Social Non-organized and School communities.

Again there are differences in distribution of the educational level of the
Non-respondent sample. The Non-respondent sample contained more who
completed high school but did not graduate from college, and contained
fewer college graduates. Of importance, however, is the increase of
persons with five years of school but less than high school graduation. The
original sample was under-representative of this population.

Age distribution. Analysis of the age distribution of the Non-respondent
samp e is s own in the following table.
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Table 17

Ages of Non-respondent Sample

Non-respondent
Original Sample** Sample***

Age Group District Percentage,* _NI % N %

19.0

33.3

28.6

15.0

4.1

0

20 - 29 22.9 75 10.4 28

30 - 39 21.5 257 35.6 49

40 - 49 23.3 272 37.7 42

50 - 59 15.3 90 12.5 22

60 - 69 9.8 22 3.1 6

70+ 7.2 4 0.6 0

Totals 100.0 720 99.9 147 100.0

No response = 11

*Based on figures taken from Special Census, Costa Mesa, 4/27/66; and Special
Census, Newport Beach, 4/1/66.

**All except Student and Graduate communities.

***Includes Parents, Social Non-organized and School communities.

The table reveals an increase in representation of those in the 20 to 29
age group, which had been under-represented in the original sample. There
was no increase in the 60 years of age and older portion of the population
in the Non-respondent sample.

Vocation distribution. The following table indicates the vocational
characteristics of the Non-respondent sample as compared to the original
sample.
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Vocations of Non-respondent Sample

Origina I Non-respondent

District Sample** Sample***

Percentage* No. % No. %

White Collar 53.8 541 93.0 101 77.1

Non-white Collar 46.2 41 7.0 30 22.9

*Based on 1960 Census figures.
**All except Student and Graduate communities

***Includes Parents, Social Non-organized and School communities.

Above figures do not include:

Original Sample Number

Students 65

Retired 9

Private
household 113

The Non respondent sample obtained higher representation of blue collar
workers, a group which was under-represented in the original sample.

Summary. The Non-respondent sample better represents those who live in

P anning Areas Four and Five, those with less than high school graduation,

those 20 to 29 years of age, and blue collar workers. All four of these
portions of the population had been under-represented in the original sample.
The Non-respondent sample did not result in better representation of the

persons 60 years of age and older.

Critical incident content. The behaviors of concern to the Non-respondent
is:TM-Fie were compared to those of the original sample. A total of 597

behaviors resulted from reduction of the 158 interviews. Of these, four could
not be placed in categories of the original sample. These four behaviors

constituted two categories, "To Compete With Others" and "To Recognize

Colors Prior to Beginning Reading or Early in the Pre--school Age" (see

Appendix E). All other behaviors could be classified into the categories
developed from the original sample. Comparison of the distribution of

behaviors across the five major areas by the Non-respondent sample and the

original sample revealed differences between the two samples significant
beyond the .05 level for Parents and Social Non-organized communities. In
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both of these subcommunities the major differences between the original and
Non-respondent samples arose in areas 2.0 (Instructing/Influencing) and 5.0
(Employing Skills, Knowledge & Attitudes). Area 2.0 was less salient for
the Non-respondent sample and area 5.0 was more salient. The Non-
respondents represented blue collar workers better than the original sample.
It may be that Non-respondents emphasized area 5 .0 because of a greater
orieation toward training for vocational skills. The fact that 37 of the
38 be'laviors given by Non-respondents in subarea 5.3 (Applied Skills and
Knowledge) were given by the Parent and Social groups, as opposed to
school personnel, further supports this hypothesis. Appendix E shows the
frequencies of behaviors reported by the Non-respondent sample for all
categories having 10 or more behaviors.

Summary. A study of a sample'of those people not responding to the original
invitations to participate in the critical incident sessions was undertaken.
Individual interviews were administered. Over 70 percent of a sample of the
Non-respondents accepted and completed the critical incident interviews.
Analysis of the demowaphic characteristics indicated better representation of
those segments of the community poorly represented in the original sample.
Two behavioral categories not represented in the original critical incident
sample were developed out of the 597 behaviors reported by the Non-respondent
sample. The other categories matched those of the original sample. R may
be concluded that the categories of behaviors derived from the Non-respondent
sample are not appreciably different from the categories of behaviors provided
by the original sample and that probably continued sampling of community
members for critical incidents would not yield a significant number of new
categories. However, distributions of behaviors across categories of the Non-
respondent sample and the original sample differed significantly for Parents
and Social Non-organized, reflecting different relative salience of the
concerns of the Non-respondent sample. If the original sample had represented
the community well, then no significant differences in salience of concerns
between these two samples would have been expected.

To sum up the study of Non-respondents, it appears that the taxonomy of
behavioral concerns developed for the original sample will also comprehend
the concerns of those segments of the communRy who tended not to respond
originally. That is, we might expect the kinds of student performance they
wish to communicate about to be included in the same taxonomy, even
though the relative salience of these concerns is somewhat different for the
Non-respondent group.

Community Panels

Overview. A community panel was selected consisting of individuals chosen
randomly from the seven subcommunities. These individuals had all contri-
buted critical incident data earlier, either by way of the original sessions or
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through the Non-respondent sample. Prospective panel members were invited

to attend one of three two-hour meetings. These meetings were held at

various times (weekday morning, weekday evening and Saturday morning) for

the convenience of attendees.

Panel members received a brief overview of project objectives and progress to

date. They were asked to provide data regarding category importance and

degree of school responsibility for development of the behaviors, to react to

the category titles, and to mention missing category areas. A discussion

period was held at the end of each panel meeting. Results of the ratings

and comments are described in Chapter III of this report.

Response to invitation. Composition of the community panel was based on

proportion of participation of each subcommunity in the original sample .

Back-up lists were developed in case of non-acceptance of invitations.

Letters of invitation over the signature of a Board of Education member

were sent to each prospective panel member. These letters were

followed by phone calls and reminder cards. The numbers responding to

invitations are shown in Table 19.

Table 19

Attendance -- Community Panel Meetings

Subcommunity
Number
Invited

No. called from
Back-up Lists

Number
Accepting

Number
Attending

Parents 12 7 10 5

Social Organized 4 0 4 3

Soc ia I Non-organized 12 5 10 6

School 16 2 16 12

Consumer 3 0 3 3

Graduates 7 3 5 2

Students 6 0 6 0

Non-respondent Sample 12 6 4 4

Tota Is 72 58 35

Assessment Studies

One goal of the Instructional Tasks Project was to identify behaviors of youth

which concerned the community. The critical incident technique was used
for this purpose and contained descriptions of desirable and undesirable behaviors
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as judged by community members. Assessment studies were conducted by class-

room teachers to determine if behaviors within each category could be used as

criteria for evaluating achievement of the attributes implied by the category

titles. (See Table 22 in Chapter III for categories,) The assessment studies

were considered an incidental effort to the first year of effort, conducted to
provide data for future stages of the project.

Method. Six classroom teachers, who were employed as Task Analysts during

the summer of 1967 and were familiar with the critical incident data, conducted

individual pilot assessment studies during the fall semester 1967. They attempted

to develop methods for identifying and using criterion behaviors for selected

categories. The teachers were allowed to choose categories with which they

wanted to work. Each teacher submitted a report of his study.

The categories considered in the six studies are listed below. The categories

were those existing at the end of the summer activity and hence might not
be in the same form as finally developed and listed in Table 22. Level of

school where each study was conducted is indicated in parentheses.

1. Carried Tasks to Completion/Persevered (Elementary)

2. Communicated in Foreign Language (High School)

3. Dealt With Math Concepts and Skills (High School)

4. Applied Mechanics of Written Communication -- Handwriting
(Elementary -- Grade Three)

5. Applied Mechanics of Written Communication -- Handwriting
(Elementary -- Grade One)

6. Classroom Cheating (High School)

An example of one such plan for assessment is the following:

Category 4.0: Take Responsibility For Managing/Directing Self
4.3: Planning/Organizing/Initiating

4.3.8: Carry tasks to completion/persevere

An apparent community desire is that students be self-
directed in carrying tasks to completion. It is therefore
necessary to devilse methods to determine which students
do not meet this expectancy. Third grade students who
have been given tasks to accomplish with little teacher
direction are evaluated on the basis of performance
criteria drawn from criterion behaviors revealed in the
categories' expectancies. A high correlation between
positive achievement of the performance criteria and
turning in the desired product at the end of the specified
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time would indicate that the performance criteria may be
valid. Students performing tasks with teacher direction
are used as a control group.

Each teacher was to develop instruments for identifying behaviors related to
the categories by using behaviors supplied by community members. In order

to construct instruments they developed operational definitions of the categories
using the critical incident behaviors supplemented by added criteria drawn
from the teacher's own experience. Conclusions and comments were to be
stated in their final report. Assistance in planning and carrying out the
studies was provided by project staff.

Summary. Five teachers reported they were able to develop measures enabling
t erio differentiate between students in regard to the behavioral category
with which they were dealing. One teacher (No. 6 above) observed, but
could not identify the presence of cheating. Five teachers used teacher
observation to measure performance on their particular instruments. One
teacher ("Communicated in Foreign Language") used a standardized test.



Chapter III

RESULTS

Behavior Cate ories of Concern to the Communit

In the Critical Incident interviews, community members gave specific examples
of desirable and undesirable behaviors of youth and reasons why they thought
the behaviors were desirable or not. The 4751 behaviors so obtained were
grouped into 303 categories (complete list in Table 22), which were in turn
combined into larger groupings. At the most general level, all categories were
grouped into the five following ireas:

1. Cooperating/Respecting
2 . I nstructing/Influenc ing
3. Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing
4. Managing/Directing Self
5. Employing Skills, Knowledges, Attitudes

The first three areas represent actions aimed primarily towards the needs of others.
The last two areas of behavior are aimed mainly at the needs of the young person
himself.

Each of the 303 categories is stated as a desired class of behavior even when most
or all of the incidents of behavior under the category are undesirable, that is,
failures to do the desired thing (see first example below -- Category 1.9.3). Be-
low are shown three examples of categories and the desirable and undesirable be-
haviors under each. The grade level of the person described in the incident is
shown in parentheses after each behavior. The document listing all of the behav-
iors and categories derived from the Critical Incident data is too large to be in-
cluded in this report. However, reference copies are deposited with the American
Institutes for Research at Palo Alto and the Newport-Mesa Unified School District.

Sample of Three Categories1with
Specific Behaviors

Category 1.9.3 Return Borrowed Money/Objects

Undesirable Behaviors

Two boys fight over the ownership of some coins. One boy says they are
his because he wants them and the other boy already has too many. (1st)

Boy borrows writer's son's wagon and instead of returning it pulls the wagon
onto the sidewalk near the writer's house and leaves it. (3rd)

1

The place of these categories in the total taxonomy is shown in Table 22. Use code
number to locate.
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Girl borrows raft from younger boy, then leaves it floating in ocean .(8th)

Boys borrow wagon and then it is taken when they leave it unguarded. (9th)

Fifteen year old boy "borrows" without permission certain items needed to
compete in yachting event. They leave items on dock after event, making
no attempt to return them. (9th)

Neighbor girl borrows volume of encyclopedia and forgets to return it.(9th)

Young man borrows boy's bike Saturday and promises to return it following
morning. Doesn't return it until 7 PM. Boy needs bike to ride to school
Monday morning. (9th)

Boy borrows younger friend's bicycle without asking permission. (9th)

Boy borrows money and never returns it. (11th)

When asked to return a recipe she has borrowed, girl says she has
passed it on to other, and makes no attempt to locate it. (Grad)

Category 4.1.4 Develop/Use Skills for Obtaining Information

Desirable Behaviors

Boy goes to father for answers to questions about book. (K)

Boy looks up word "bison" in childs dicHonary. (1st)

Boy, doing report, is able to discern general information he needs from
encyclopedia even though vocabulary is advanced for his age. (2nd)

Boy in new reading program asks quesHons about Thomas Edison. He
wants to know who disobeyed Edison and why. (3rd)

Girl goes to library and obtains reference books to use in writing a
report on a state. (3rd)

Girl does research for term paper -- reads sources, outlines, writes and
checks paper for errors. (4th)

Boy employs research skills in finding answer to history assignment. (4th)

Boy looks up information in home library on new topic to him
(information about horned toads). (5th)
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Girl does research on types of poetry during free reading time. (5th)

Boy actively engages in the gathering of information regarding Ws hobby
without adult help. Did research. (5th)

Girl goes to bank on her own to find information about opening an
account for a group. (6th)

Boy requests to study neighbor's encyclopedias. (6th)

Boy searches out words in dictionary and Thesaurus to better understand
article. (6th)

Girl is given some frogs (has no idea how to raise them), goes to the
library and obtains and reads books on subject. (6th)

Boys obtain prices for materials needed for camping trip by researching
them. (6th)

Boy is at school asking school secretary for information concerning a
science workshop for elementary students to be held this summer. (6th)

Boy tries to find information on his own before asking for help. (6th)

Boy does research for term paper; keeps notes, outlines, writes rough
and final drafts. (6th)

Girl goes to friend of family who is known for a particular type of
cooking. She questions cook on methods and procedures, goes to
own home to practice what she has learned. (7th)

Boy investigates meaning and derivation of a word in a literary selection.
(8th)

Boy raises new questions as a result of experiments with rats.(8th)

Boy shows interest in stock market by following given stock closely. (8th)

Boy asks attorney if children have same constitutional rights as adults
do -- Why or why not? (8th)

Boy asks to be allowed to attend meetings of a County Grand Jury.
(J.H.)

In classroom before ckiss, boy asks questions on the subject at hand. (9th)

-40-



Three girls prepare debate on "Pro" abortion law. They research problem
and give factual information free of biased emotion. (9th)

High school boy is inquisitive. Debates pros and cons of unionism with
adult. Not willing to just accept one point of view. (10th)

Girl does research for correct categories to list film. (11th)

Boy, who is behind assignments in class, finds out assignments that are
due and dates due. (12th)

Girl does research on own in field of creativity and the educational
system. (Grad)

Student learns how to research a topic at 0 .0 .C. and incorporates the
knowledge into a paper. (Grad)

Boy obtains knowledge of computers through reading on his own. (Grad)

Boy, college student on tour, enters into situation in each port which
enables him to meet people of country and exchange ideas. (13th)

Undesirable Behaviors

Boy hands in blank spelling paper at end of spelling test not knowing
what paper is for. (2nd)

Second grade girl, unable to regroup in subtraction after instruction, does
not go to instructional aids (counting manual, etc.) far help. (2nd)

Boy asks neighbor, who is starting his car, why he is going in the white
car, why does he drive, why is his car parked in front of the garage. (2nd)

Boy spends about 30 minutes trying to find "insect" in Jr. Encyclopedia. (3rd)

Girl is unable to look up word in dictionary. (3rd-4th)

Boy is unable to research report on California and finish it. (4th)

Assignment 'is passed out to class, two minutes later boy says, "I don't
get this." (4th)

Girl is shown devices to help her learn to spell but does riot spend time
to achieve skill. (4th)

Girl tells teacher she cannot find material for report. She can't even
remember how to go to bookshelf. (5th)
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After locating material in card file, girl does not know where in library

to find it. (7th)

Girl does not bother to use simplified dictionary after using one too
difficult for her. (8th)

Girl is unable to locate information in history book and does not realize

she can use a dictionary. (8th)

Boy goes to encyclopedia to find a copy of the Constitution and cannot

find it. (10th)

Boy asks speaker from Kenya where African nation of Kenya is. (10th)

Boy is not aware of fields in which he is to take college board examinations.
(12th)

Boy does not learn from counselors in high school about what college courses
are good and bad -- what classes he should take in college. (9th-12th)

Girl has difficulty in obtaining information for report. (13th)

Boy fa!;s his fourth consecutive exam without seeking any advice or
counsel. (13th)

Category 5.1.8.2 Know Basic Scientific Facts and Terminology

Desirable Behaviors

A four year old girl remarks in the later afternoon that it is almost time
for the sun to be on the other side of the world. (Preschool)

A five year old girl states that water on a car window will evaporate.
She explains that this means to go back into the air. (K)

Girl recites all the names of the planets close to the sun and their
relationship to sun (at home). (K)

Boy shows evidence of knowledge about the Air Force Moon Project. (2nd)

Boy defines and understands simple terms about sex as male, female, and
mate, in original story he writes. (2nd)

During class discussion of dinosaurs, boy says he has read about dinosaurs
and starts answering some questions of his classmates. (2nd)
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Boy expounds on knowledge of the circulation in the human body learned
earlier. (6th)

Boy in audience comes forth with much information on subject of meteors.
(8th)

Two boys are discussing the sciences, particularly chemistry. They show
knowledge beyond expectations. (9th)

Boy states theories on aging (cosmic ray and ultra-violet exposure). (11th)

A group of high school students display considerable knowledge about
oceanography. (11th)

One boy knows (has knowledge) a great deal about the "Red Tide". (Grad)

Undesirable Behaviors

Boy demonstrates his false beliefs concerning childbirth -- that babies come
from the doll shop. (K)

Boy asks question of another that shows lack of understanding and knowledge
of plants and growth and that plants only reproduce their own kind. (6th)

Boy develops science project demonstrating dynamic effects of various
forms upon the flow of smoke-filled air. A few weeks later he does
not know what aerodynamic means. (8th)

Girl confuses fact with fancy in science class -- feels women have one
less rib because Eve was made from Adam's rib. (11th)

Girl does not know meaning of alien, anus, mammory, fetal and other
words used to describe physical parts of the body. (12th)

Boy receives a D in two consecutive semester courses in Combined Science
because he has no background in Physics or Chemistry. (Grad)



Community Profiles of Behavior Categories

The community sample was conceived as having four subcommunities -- Parents,
School, Social, and Youth -- which might possibly hold exclusive as well as

common desires regarding youths behavior. The Social community consisted of

Social Organized, Social Non-organized, and Consumer subcommunities. The

Youth community was comprised of Graduates and High School Students.

Analysis of community profiles. Numbers of respondents and number of behaviors

c7t;stracted from their critical incident reports varied among the four subcommunities,

as shown in Table 20.

Table 20

Distribuilon of Respondents and
Specific Behaviors by Subcommunity

Respondents Specific Behaviors

Parents 20.6 23.2217 1102

School 273 25.9 1234 26.0

Social 333 31.6 1508 31.7

Youth 231 21.9 907 19.1

1054 4751

The Social community contributed the largest port1on of total behaviors while
Youth contributed the smallest. Each subcommunity gave instances of
behaviors falling in all five of the major areas of categories.

Major areas differed in relative salience (number of behaviors) among the four
subcommunities, as shown in Table 21 on the following page. Least mentioned

by all subcommunities was Instructing/Influencing behaviors, while Cooperating/
Respecting behaviors were mentioned most frequently by all but Youth, who
mentioned Managing/Directing Self behaviors most frequently. It should be
kept in mind that the Youth completed a different critical incident form from
the other subcommunities and this may have contributed to the observed
differences in salience of concerns.
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Table 21

Distribution of Behaviors in Major Areas for Each Subcommunity

Parents School Social Youth Total

1.0 Cooperating/Respecting 397 359 524 218 1498

2.0 Instructing/Influencing 50 63 74 25 212

3.0 Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing 154 164 173 139 630

4.0 Managing/Directing Self 225 322 341 283 1171

5.0 Employing Skills, Knowledge
Attitudes

276 326 396 242 1240_
TOTAL 1102 1234 1508 907 4751

Distributions for the subcommunities were compared for categories within each
area. If a given category of behavior was equully salient for the four sub-
communities, one would expect the total number of behaviors reported in that
category to be distributed across the four subcommunities in about the percentages
shown in the right hand column of Table 20. Deviations from these "expected"
percentages were tested for statistical significance by the chi-square test .

Differences among the four subcommunities are significant2 for four of the five
major areas, the exception being Employing Skills, Knowledge, Attitudes. In

the Cooperating/Respecting area (first row of Table 22), differences among the
subcornmunities are significant at the .01 level . There are 1498 behaviors
from the totai community in this category. . The Youth community provided
19.1 percent of the behaviors in all areas combined (Table 20). If all four
communities had mentioned this area to the same degree, we would have
expected 286 behaviors (19.1 percent of 1498) in the Cooperating/Respecting
area from the Youth community.. However, Table 21 shows Youth to have
contributed only 218 behaviors. This is 68 fewer behaviors than would have
been expected if they had provided the same proportion of behaviors in this
category as did the othe: communities. Thus, -68 appears in the column under
Youth in the first row of Table 22. Inspection of Table 21 shows Parents to
have contributed 397 behaviors in th is area, which is 49 more than would
have been expected had their response been proportional to the response of
the other communities. Therefore, 49 appears in the column under Parents in
the first row of Table 22.

2Significance of difference is accepted at the .10 level or better. Throughout the
report, a difference is referred to as significant if the .10 level of significance or
better is met; that is, a difference as large would occur by chance less than 10 percent
of the time.



T
ab

le
 2

2

C
om

m
un

ity
 P

ro
fil

es
 o

f B
eh

av
io

r 
C

at
ee

ie
s

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

* 
**

1

** **
*

**
*

** **
*

* 
**

* 
**

* 
** **
*

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

14
98 84 17 58

5 2 2

19
7

23 11
8 32 24 15
0

55 7
22 65

1

16

3 4 9

32
3 24 37 15
1 3

39

1.
0

C
O

O
P

E
R

A
T

IN
G

/R
E

S
P

E
C

T
IN

G

1.
1

O
be

y 
R

ul
es

1.
1.

1
O

be
y 

la
w

s 
of

 s
oc

ie
ty

1.
1.

2
O

be
y 

sc
ho

ol
 r

ul
es

1.
1.

3
O

be
y 

ru
le

s 
in

 s
po

rt
s

1.
1.

4
0'

.3
ey

 r
ul

es
 in

 th
e 

ho
m

e
1.

1.
5

O
be

y 
ru

le
s 

of
 th

e 
em

pl
oy

er

1.
2

C
om

pl
y 

W
ith

 D
ire

ct
io

ns
/S

ug
ge

st
io

ns
/R

eq
ue

st
s

1.
2.

1
F

ol
lo

w
 d

ire
ct

io
ns

 to
 p

ro
pe

rly
 a

cc
om

pl
is

h 
a 

ta
sk

1.
2.

2
C

om
pl

y 
w

ith
 d

ire
ct

io
ns

 o
r 

or
de

rs
 fr

om
 a

ut
ho

rit
y 

fig
ur

es
1.

2.
3

A
cc

ep
t a

dv
ic

e,
 c

or
re

ct
io

n 
or

 r
ep

rim
an

d 
fr

om
 a

ut
ho

rit
y 

fig
ur

es
1.

2.
4

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 r
eq

ue
st

s 
or

 fa
vo

rs
 a

sk
ed

 b
y 

ad
ul

ts
 o

r 
pe

er
s

1.
3

A
cc

ep
t R

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

1.
3.

1
A

cc
ep

t j
ob

 r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
1.

3.
2

A
cc

ep
t s

ch
oo

l r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
1.

3.
3

A
cc

ep
t r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 in
 th

e 
ho

m
e

1.
3.

4
A

cc
ep

t r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 o

f l
ea

de
rs

hi
p/

po
si

tio
n

1.
3.

5
A

cc
ep

t r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 o

f c
iti

ze
ns

hi
p

1.
4

P
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 P

er
m

is
si

ve
 A

ct
iv

iti
es

1.
4.

1
P

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 s
el

f-
in

iti
at

ed
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

1.
4.

2
P

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 s
ch

oo
l a

ct
iv

iti
es

1.
4.

3
P

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 g
ro

up
 in

iti
at

ed
 s

oc
ia

l/c
:il

tu
ra

l a
ct

iv
iti

es

1.
5

C
om

pl
y 

W
ith

 C
od

es
 a

nd
 C

us
to

m
s

1.
5.

1
C

om
pl

y 
w

ith
 la

ng
ua

ge
 c

od
es

 a
nd

 c
us

to
m

s
1.

5.
2

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 s
ex

ua
l c

od
es

 a
nd

 c
us

to
m

s
1.

5.
3

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 s
oc

ia
l b

eh
av

io
r 

co
de

s 
an

d 
cu

st
om

s
1.

5.
4

R
es

pe
ct

 la
w

 a
nd

 o
rd

er
1.

5.
5

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 p
er

so
na

l a
pp

ea
ra

nc
e 

co
de

s 
an

d 
cu

st
om

s

49 -6 0 -7 -1
0 -4 -4 -1 7 -1 7 1 3 14

3 -2 12

3

-3
0 11

1 10 18 6 15
1 -4 -2
1

-1
2 -5 -2 -3 -2
3 2 -8 -5

49 -7 2 -6 6 -1 4 3

25 19 6 2 15 -3 1 6

-6
8 2 -1 5

-1
4 -1 -1
0 -3 0

-1
2 -5 -1 -5 -2 -6 -3 2 -5 -3

1
A

st
er

is
ks

 in
di

ca
te

ig
ni

fic
an

ce
 le

ve
l o

f d
iff

er
en

ce
 (

ch
i-s

qu
ar

e)
 a

s 
fo

llo
w

s:
on

e 
pe

rc
en

t o
f t

he
 ti

m
e.

**
* 

.0
1;

 *
* 

.0
5;

 *
 .1

0.
F

or
 e

xa
m

pl
e,

 th
re

e 
as

te
ris

ks
 in

di
ca

te
 th

at
 a

 d
iff

er
en

ce
 th

at
 la

rg
e 

w
ou

ld
 o

cc
ur

 b
y 

ch
an

ce
 le

ss
 th

an



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

 G
O

R
IE

S

L5
.6

1.
5.

7
1.

5.
8

1.
5.

9

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 c
od

es
 a

nd
C

om
pl

y 
w

ith
 c

od
es

 a
nd

C
om

pl
y 

w
ith

 c
od

es
 a

nd
C

om
pl

y 
w

ith
 c

od
es

 a
nd

1.
6

B
e 

H
on

es
t/Y

ru
th

fu
l

cu
st

om
s 

co
nc

er
ni

ng
 s

m
ok

in
g

cu
st

om
s 

fo
r 

pa
tr

io
tk

 b
eh

av
io

r
cu

st
om

s 
fo

r 
co

op
er

at
io

n 
an

d 
fa

ir 
pl

ay
cu

st
om

s 
co

nc
er

ni
ng

 n
ar

co
tk

s 
an

d 
al

co
ho

l

1.
6.

1
T

el
l t

he
 tr

ut
h

1.
6.

2
R

es
pe

ct
 o

w
ne

rs
hi

p 
of

 p
ro

pe
rt

y
1.

6.
3

B
eh

av
e 

w
ith

 h
on

es
ty

/in
te

gr
ity

 to
w

ar
ds

 o
th

er
s

1.
7

B
e 

C
ou

rt
eo

us
/M

an
ne

rly

1.
7.

1
S

pe
ak

 p
ol

ite
ly

/r
es

pe
ct

fu
lly

 to
 o

th
er

s
1.

7.
2

A
vo

id
 d

ire
ct

in
g 

pr
of

an
e 

la
ng

ua
ge

 o
r 

ge
st

ur
es

 to
w

ar
d 

ot
he

rs
1.

7.
3

S
ho

w
 a

pp
re

ci
at

io
n 

fo
r 

ef
fo

rt
s 

of
 o

th
er

s
1.

7.
4

E
xp

ec
t n

r 
sp

ec
ia

l p
riv

ile
ge

s/
ad

va
nt

ag
es

-

1.
7.

5
B

e 
co

ns
id

er
at

e 
of

 fe
el

in
gs

/a
ct

iv
iti

es
/n

ee
ds

 o
f o

th
er

s
1.

7.
6

B
e 

co
ur

te
ou

s/
re

sp
ec

tfu
l w

he
n 

de
al

in
g 

w
ith

 o
th

er
s

1.
8

R
es

pe
ct

 th
e 

P
hy

si
ca

l P
er

so
n 

of
 O

th
er

s

1,
1.

8.
1

R
es

pe
ct

 y
ou

ng
er

 c
hi

ld
re

n
..4 I

1.
8.

2
R

es
pe

ct
 a

du
lts

1.
8.

3
R

es
pe

ct
 p

ee
rs

1.
8.

4
R

es
pe

ct
 g

ro
up

s

1.
9

R
es

pe
ct

 th
e 

P
ro

pe
rt

y 
of

 O
th

er
s

1.
9.

1
D

on
't 

lit
te

r 
pr

op
er

ty
1.

9.
2

R
es

pe
ct

 p
ub

lic
 p

ro
pe

rt
y

i .
9.

3
R

et
ur

n 
bo

rr
ow

ed
 m

on
ey

/o
bj

ec
ts

1.
9.

4
R

es
pe

ct
 p

riv
at

e 
pr

op
er

ty
1.

9.
5

R
es

pe
ct

 p
riv

ac
y 

of
 o

th
er

s

2.
0

IN
S

T
R

U
C

T
IN

G
/IN

F
LU

E
N

C
 IN

 G

2.
1

O
ffe

r 
S

ug
ge

st
io

ns
 o

r 
A

dv
ic

e
2.

2
O

rg
an

iz
e/

Le
ad

 S
po

nt
an

eo
us

ly
2.

3
In

st
ru

ct
 o

r 
In

fo
rm

2.
4

E
xe

m
pl

ify
2.

5
G

en
er

al
:

In
st

ru
ct

/In
flu

en
ce

3.
0

M
D

IN
G

/P
R

O
T

E
C

T
IN

G
/E

M
P

A
T

H
IZ

IN
G

3.
1

P
ro

vi
de

 C
ar

e

3.
1.

1
C

ar
e 

fo
r 

ot
he

rs
 in

 e
m

er
ge

nc
ie

s
3.

1.
2

C
ar

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
si

ck
3.

1.
3

C
ar

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
ha

nd
ic

ap
pe

d
3.

1.
4

P
ro

vi
de

 r
ou

tin
e 

ca
re

 fo
r 

yo
un

ge
r 

ch
ild

re
n

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

16
1

-3
2

0

14 12 27
**

*
0

-7
2

5

13
7

*
2

12
-9

-5

43
3

1
-1

-3
50

3
3

-4
-3

44
**

-4
9

-5

42
0

**
*

24
-2

5
16

-1
4

88
**

*
11

-1
2

4
-3

60
1

-7
4

2

68
**

4
2

3
-9

12
12

1
3

-1
0

-1

71
6

-6
3

-3

20
2

-1
-2

1

9 6 3 2

15
1

**
*

13
2

4
-1

9

18
-1

0
2

-2
31

**
6

2
-5

-2

10 85
**

3
2

6
-1

1

7

21
2

*
1

8
7

-1
5

25
-1

2
0

-1

45
3

3
-3

-3
84

-2
3

4
-5

17
1

0
2

-2

41
0

-1
4

-3

63
0

*
8

0
-2

7
19

10
5

*
7

-1
0

0
4

50
**

*
4

-6
-6

7
4 o 15

0
-2

4
-1



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

 G
O

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

**
*

** **
*

** ** **
*

**

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(4

-)
 o

r 
Le

ss
 (

-)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
uu

th

3.
1.

5
C

ar
e 

fo
r 

yo
un

ge
r 

ch
ild

re
n 

in
 d

iff
ic

ul
ty

3.
1.

6
C

ar
e 

fo
r 

yo
un

ge
r 

ch
ild

re
n 

in
 a

 c
re

at
iv

e 
m

an
ne

r
3.

1.
7

V
ol

un
te

er
 to

 c
ar

e 
fo

r 
yo

un
ge

r 
ch

ild
re

n
3.

1.
8

C
ar

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
ph

ys
ic

al
 w

el
l-b

ei
ng

 o
f o

th
er

s
3.

1.
9

C
ar

e 
fo

r 
an

im
al

s

3.
2

P
ro

vi
de

 C
om

fo
rt

/E
nc

ou
ra

ge
m

en
t

3.
2.

1
Li

st
en

 to
 o

th
er

s'
 p

ro
bl

em
s

3.
2.

2
O

ffe
r 

w
or

ds
 o

r 
ge

st
ur

es
 o

f e
nc

ou
ra

ge
m

en
t/c

om
fo

rt
3.

2.
3

E
as

e 
em

ba
rr

as
si

ng
 s

itu
at

io
ns

3.
2.

4
In

cl
ud

e 
ot

he
rs

 in
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

3.
2.

5
C

om
fo

rt
 th

e 
si

ck
 o

r 
in

ju
re

d
3.

2.
6

M
ak

e 
ne

w
co

m
er

s 
at

 e
as

e
3.

2.
7

T
re

at
 o

th
er

s 
as

 w
or

th
y 

in
di

vi
du

al
s

-

3.
3

B
e 

C
on

ce
rn

ed
/U

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

3.
3.

1
V

er
ba

liz
e 

co
nc

er
n 

fo
r 

ot
he

rs
3.

3.
2

S
ho

w
 c

on
ce

rn
 a

bo
ut

/u
nd

er
st

an
d 

ot
he

rs
' n

ee
ds

 a
nd

 v
ie

w
po

in
ts

3.
3.

3
S

ho
w

 c
on

ce
rn

 a
bo

ut
 fa

m
ily

 fi
na

nc
es

3.
4

In
te

rv
en

e/
A

ss
is

t/S
up

po
rt

a co
3.

4.
1

C
om

e 
to

 th
e 

de
fe

ns
e 

of
 o

th
er

s
a

3.
4.

1.
1

V
er

ba
l l

y
3.

4.
1.

2
P

hy
si

ca
lly

3.
4.

2
A

ct
 a

s 
co

nc
ili

at
or

/m
ed

ia
to

r
3.

4.
3

P
er

fo
rm

 ta
sk

s 
fo

r 
si

ck
/in

ju
re

d
3.

4.
4

P
ro

vi
de

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n
3.

4.
5

A
ss

is
t o

th
er

s 
in

 s
oc

ia
l s

itu
at

io
ns

3.
4.

6
A

ss
is

t i
n 

pe
rs

on
al

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t o
f o

th
er

s
3.

4.
7

A
ss

is
t w

ith
 h

ou
se

ke
ep

in
g 

ac
tiv

iti
es

3.
4.

8
A

ss
is

t w
ith

 ta
sk

s 
ge

ne
ra

lly
3.

4.
9

P
er

fo
rm

 ta
sk

s 
fo

r 
ot

he
rs

3.
4.

10
A

ss
is

t i
n 

fa
m

ily
 fi

na
nc

es
3.

4.
11

P
ro

vi
de

 e
m

ot
io

na
l s

up
po

rt
 fo

r 
ot

he
rs

3.
4.

12
P

ro
te

ct
 o

th
er

s'
 in

te
re

st
s

3.
5

In
te

rc
ed

e/
S

ec
ur

e 
A

ss
is

ta
nc

e

3.
5.

1
S

ee
k 

co
m

pe
te

nt
 a

ss
is

ta
nc

e 
fo

r 
ot

he
rs

3.
5.

2
S

ol
ic

it 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

fo
r 

ot
he

rs

3.
6

B
eh

av
e 

C
ar

ef
ul

ly

3.
6.

1
D

riv
e 

m
ot

or
 v

eh
ic

le
 s

af
el

y

6 5 8 3 11

15
2 5 30 6 37 12 17 45 30 10 16 4

18
5

20 14
6 10 8 8 9

25 51 43
3 4 1

21 15 6 73 37

-5 -2 2 -2 -2 -2 -3

3 -3 -2 2 3

12 6

18 7 5 3 3 4 2 2 -2 5 1 -2 -8 -5

-2
6 -5 -6 -5 -6 -2 -1

1 -5 4 1 1 -1 -1 2

13 0 -2 6 5 2 4 -4 -3 0 -1 -3 -3



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

3.
6.

2
R

id
e 

bi
cy

cl
e 

sa
fe

ly
3.

6.
3

O
bs

er
ve

 s
af

et
y 

re
gu

la
tio

ns
3.

6.
4

A
ct

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 o

th
er

s 
in

 p
ot

en
tia

lly
 d

an
ge

ro
us

 s
itu

at
io

ns

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

8

11

3.
6.

5
G

en
er

al
:

B
eh

av
e 

ca
re

fu
lly

15
**

6
0

-2
-1

3.
7

G
iv

e/
S

ha
re

 W
ith

 O
th

er
s

64
-2

-4
2

4

3.
7.

1
G

iv
e 

of
 o

w
n 

ab
ili

ty
/k

no
w

le
dg

e/
ta

le
nt

7

3.
7.

2
G

iv
e 

gi
fts

 to
 o

th
er

s
15

0
0

-1
2

3.
7.

3
S

ha
re

 w
ith

 o
th

er
s

10

3.
7.

4
P

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 p
hi

la
nt

hr
op

ic
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

19
0

-3
5

0

3.
7.

5
S

ac
rif

ic
e 

ow
n 

in
te

re
st

s 
to

 s
pe

nd
 ti

m
e 

w
ith

 fa
m

ily
2

3.
7.

6
D

ef
er

 to
t
h
e

in
te

re
st

s/
ne

ed
5 

of
 o

th
er

s
11

4.
0

M
A

N
A

G
IN

G
/D

IR
E

C
T

IN
G

 S
E

LF
11

71
**

*
-4

7
18

-
3
0

59

4.
1

O
bt

ai
ni

ng
 In

fo
rm

at
io

n
14

7
**

*
-1

19
-9

-9

4.
1.

1
S

ee
k 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 v
al

id
 s

ou
rc

es
21

1
2

-2
-1

4.
1.

2
S

ee
k 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 m
an

y 
so

ur
ce

s
20

-2
4

0
0

4.
1.

3
B

e 
op

en
 to

 n
ew

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

14

4.
1.

4
D

ev
el

op
/U

se
 s

ki
lls

 fo
r 

ob
ta

in
in

g 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
52

**
*

2
9

-5
-5

4.
1.

5
S

ee
k/

K
no

w
 c

or
re

ct
 d

ire
ct

io
ns

 fo
r 

ac
co

m
pl

is
hi

ng
 a

ct
iv

ity
22

3
-1

1
-3

4.
1.

6
S

ee
k 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
th

e 
ph

ys
ic

al
 w

or
ld

12

4.
1.

7
S

ee
k 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
3

4.
1.

8
S

ee
k 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
th

e 
po

lit
ic

al
 w

or
ld

3

4.
2

E
va

lu
at

io
n/

D
ec

is
io

n 
M

ak
in

g
14

2
**

*
-2

3
-1

5
-1

7
55

4.
2.

1
R

em
ai

n 
ob

je
ct

iv
e 

w
he

n 
ev

al
ua

tin
g 

se
lf

83
**

*
-1

8
-9

-1
4

41

4.
2.

1.
1

G
en

er
al

:
be

 o
bj

ec
tiv

e 
ab

ou
t s

el
f

11

4.
2.

1.
2

R
ec

og
ni

ze
 o

w
n 

at
tr

ib
ut

es
/a

ch
ie

ve
m

en
ts

38
**

*
-7

-5
-1

0
23

4.
2.

1.
3

R
ec

og
ni

ze
 o

w
n 

le
ar

ni
ng

/d
ev

el
op

m
en

t n
ee

ds
34

**
*

-7
-4

15

4.
2.

2
V

er
ify

 e
va

lu
at

io
n 

an
d 

de
ci

si
on

s
6

4.
2.

3
M

ak
e 

de
ci

si
on

s 
te

nt
at

iv
e/

m
od

ify
 d

ec
is

io
ns

3

4.
2.

4
W

ei
gh

 v
al

ue
s 

of
 a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
go

al
s

36
**

*
10

4.
2.

5
G

en
er

al
:

E
va

lu
at

e/
M

ak
e 

D
ec

is
io

ns
14

4.
3

P
la

nn
in

g/
O

rg
an

iz
in

g/
In

iti
at

in
g

20
6

**
0

10
6

-1
6

4.
3.

1
P

la
n 

be
fo

re
 s

ta
rt

in
g 

ta
sk

s
12

4.
3.

2
S

et
 ta

sk
s 

w
hi

ch
 c

an
 b

e 
ac

co
m

pi
is

he
d

7

4.
3.

3
P

la
n 

al
te

rn
at

iv
es

2

4.
3.

4
U

se
 in

ge
nu

ity
 in

 p
la

nn
in

g/
or

ga
ni

zi
ng

/in
iti

at
in

g
12

4.
3.

5
A

llo
ca

te
 a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 ti

m
e 

fo
r 

ta
sk

s
42

-
1

6
-3

-2



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

., 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

4.
3.

6
S

ee
k 

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

 to
 in

iti
at

e 
ac

tio
n

37
-1

-1
5

-4

4.
3.

7
R

ev
ie

w
 p

la
ns

 a
nd

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
8

4.
3.

8
C

ar
ry

 ta
sk

s 
to

 c
om

pl
et

io
n/

pe
rs

ev
er

e
40

**
*

-1
11

-2
-7

4.
3.

9
P

ro
cu

re
 a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 a

ss
;s

ta
nc

e 
fr

om
 o

th
er

s
12

4.
3.

10
G

en
er

al
:

P
la

n/
O

rg
an

iz
e/

In
iti

at
e

34
3

-4
2

0

4.
4

D
ire

ct
in

g 
O

ne
se

lf 
in

 P
os

iti
ve

 P
er

so
na

l D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
67

6
**

-2
3

3
-1

0
30

4.
4.

1
G

ov
er

n 
ho

st
ile

 im
pu

ls
es

/d
el

ay
 a

ct
io

ns
15

0
**

*
-1

1
14

-1
6

12

4.
4.

1.
1

F
ig

ht
in

g 
ge

ne
ra

lly
5

4.
4.

1.
2

F
ig

ht
in

g 
ov

er
 d

is
pu

ta
tio

ns
10

4.
4.

1.
3

R
es

po
nd

in
g 

to
 te

as
in

g/
he

ck
lin

g
14

4.
4.

1.
4

R
es

po
nd

in
g 

to
 p

hy
si

ca
l a

gg
re

ss
io

n
10

4.
4.

1.
5

A
ss

au
lti

ng
 o

th
er

s
-

47
**

-5
7

-5
3

4.
4.

1.
6

P
un

is
hi

ng
 o

th
er

s/
R

et
rib

ut
io

n
25

-9
3

-3
2

4.
4.

1.
7

R
es

po
nd

in
g 

to
 d

en
ia

l o
f p

er
so

na
l w

is
h

26
0

0
0

0

4.
4.

1.
8

R
es

po
nd

in
g 

to
 n

eg
at

iv
e 

ev
al

ua
tio

ns
13

4.
4.

2
D

ev
el

op
 p

os
iti

ve
/e

ffe
ct

iv
e 

m
ea

ns
 fo

r 
em

ot
io

na
l

re
le

as
e

12

4.
4.

3
T

ak
e 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 
fo

r 
ow

n 
m

is
de

ed
s

52
*

-3
8

-2
-2

1 (A a 1

4.
4.

4
R

ec
og

ni
ze

/A
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
se

lf 
ne

ed
s

4.
4.

4.
1

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 n

ee
ds

4.
4.

4.
2

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

le
ar

ni
ng

 n
ee

ds

26
0 44 11
3

**

-5 4 -9

-9 -3 5

7 4 -5

7 -4 9

4.
4.

4.
3

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

em
pl

oy
m

en
t n

ee
ds

12

4.
4.

4.
4

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
ne

ed
s

6

4.
4.

4.
5

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

st
at

us
 n

ee
ds

6

4.
4.

4.
6

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

re
lig

io
us

 p
ra

ct
ic

e 
ne

ed
s

1

4.
4.

4.
7

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

se
lf-

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t n

ee
ds

22
-1

-1
1

2

4.
4.

4.
8

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

fin
an

ci
al

 n
ee

ds
31

3
-2

3
-3

4.
4.

4.
9

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

so
ci

al
 c

om
m

itm
en

t n
ee

ds
6

4.
4.

4.
10

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

he
al

th
 n

ee
ds

9

4.
4.

4.
11

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

ci
tiz

en
sh

ip
 n

ee
ds

6

4.
4.

4.
12

P
ro

vi
de

 fo
r 

ph
ys

ic
al

 s
us

te
na

nc
e/

m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

4

4.
4.

5
C

on
tin

ue
 d

ire
ct

io
ns

 in
 s

pi
te

 o
f f

ru
st

ra
tio

ns
56

-1
0

6
-6

4.
4.

5.
1

C
on

tin
ue

 d
ire

ct
io

n 
in

 s
pi

te
 o

f s
itu

at
io

na
l d

iff
ic

ul
tie

s/
ob

st
ac

le
s

18
1

-3
4

-1

4.
4.

5.
2

C
on

tin
ue

 d
ire

ct
io

n 
in

 s
pi

te
 o

f d
iff

ic
ul

tie
s/

fa
ilu

re
s 

in
 a

tte
m

pt
s

18
-2

2
3

-3

4.
4.

5.
3

C
on

tin
ue

 d
ire

ct
io

n 
in

 s
pi

te
 o

f s
el

f-
co

ns
ci

ou
sn

es
s

10

4.
4.

5.
4

C
on

tin
ue

 d
ire

ct
io

n 
in

 s
pi

te
 o

f h
an

di
ca

ps
10

4.
4.

6
E

st
ab

lis
h 

he
lp

in
g 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

18
*

-1
-2

-1
5

4.
4.

7
U

se
 e

ffe
ct

iv
e 

m
ea

ns
 o

f e
xp

re
ss

in
g 

po
si

tiv
e/

af
fe

ct
io

na
te

 fe
el

in
gs

to
w

ar
ds

 s
el

f/o
th

er
s

13

4.
4.

8
A

cc
om

m
od

at
e 

in
co

ns
is

te
nc

ie
s/

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 in

 s
el

f a
nd

 o
th

er
s

31
-3

-1
-1

5



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(4

-)
 o

r 
Le

ss
 (

-)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

4.
4.

8.
1

S
el

f
7

4.
4.

8.
2

O
th

er
s

24
-2

-
1

-
1

4

4.
4.

9
E

m
pl

oy
 s

el
f-

su
st

ai
ni

ng
 d

ef
en

se
s

46
6

-5
-2

4.
4.

9.
1

P
re

se
nt

 s
el

f t
o 

ot
he

rs
 w

ith
 c

on
fid

en
ce

26
4

-5
1

4.
4.

9.
2

S
et

 a
nd

 m
ee

t c
ha

lle
ng

in
g 

ex
pe

ct
at

io
ns

4.
4.

9.
3

R
em

ai
n 

ca
lm

 in
 e

m
er

ge
nc

y/
fe

ar
fu

l s
itu

at
io

ns
12

4.
4.

10
 T

ak
e 

se
lf-

de
te

rm
in

ed
 p

os
iti

on
 o

n
is

su
es

/p
rin

ci
pl

es
32

-
1

-
1

o
3

4.
4.

11
M

ai
nt

ai
n 

di
gn

ity
 in

 in
te

rp
er

so
na

l c
on

fr
on

ta
tio

ns
6

5.
0

E
M

P
LO

Y
IN

G
 S

K
IL

LS
, K

N
O

W
LE

D
G

E
, A

T
T

IT
U

D
E

S
12

40
-1

2
4

3
5

5.
1

A
ca

de
m

ic
 S

ki
lls

 a
nd

 K
no

w
le

dg
e

36
3

-7
26

-3
-1

6

5.
1.

1
A

rt
39

4
-
1

-3
1

5.
1.

1.
1

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 te
ch

ni
ca

l s
ki

ll 
in

 a
rt

6

5.
1.

1.
2

C
re

at
e 

w
or

k 
w

ith
ou

t h
el

p
3

5.
1.

1.
3

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 a
bi

lit
y 

to
 p

ai
nt

2

5.
1.

1.
4

U
se

 b
as

ic
 d

es
ig

n 
pr

in
ci

pl
es

6

5.
1.

1.
5

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 a
pp

re
ci

at
io

n 
of

 a
rt

2

5.
1.

1.
6

W
in

 r
ec

og
ni

tio
n 

in
 e

xh
ib

its
 o

r 
co

nt
es

ts
5

1
5.

1.
1.

7
U

se
 e

ve
ry

da
y 

m
at

er
ia

ls
 in

 c
re

at
iv

e 
w

ay
s

5

cm 1-
5.

1.
1.

8
M

ak
e 

an
d 

us
e 

vi
su

al
 a

id
s

6

5.
1.

1.
9

H
el

p 
pr

ep
ar

e 
gr

ou
p 

pr
ot

ec
t

4

5.
1.

2
B

us
in

es
s

9

5.
1.

2.
1

K
no

w
 b

as
ic

 b
us

in
es

s 
Ix

 z
ct

ic
es

7

5.
1.

2.
2

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 k
no

w
le

dg
e 

of
 o

rd
in

ar
y 

co
ns

um
er

 fi
na

nc
in

g
1

5.
1.

2.
3

K
ee

p 
ac

co
un

ts
 a

nd
 b

ud
ge

ts
1

5.
1.

3
E

ng
lis

h
31

3
**

*
11

17
-1

0
-1

8

5.
1.

3.
1

R
ea

di
ng

94
5

6
-
5

-
6

5.
1.

3.
1.

1
B

e 
ab

le
 to

 r
ea

d
40

3
2

-2
-3

5.
1.

3.
1.

2
E

nj
oy

 r
ea

di
ng

3

5.
1.

3.
1.

3
R

ea
d 

or
aH

y
18

*
4

2
-3

-2

5.
1.

3.
1.

4
R

ea
d 

w
ith

 c
om

pr
eh

en
si

on
24

0
1

-1
0

5.
1.

3.
1.

5
U

se
 p

ho
ni

cs
 a

s 
a 

re
ad

in
g 

to
ol

5

5.
1.

3.
1.

6
R

ea
d 

fo
r 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

4

5.
1.

3.
2

V
oc

ab
ul

ar
y

12

5.
1.

3.
2.

1
K

no
w

 w
or

ds
 a

nd
 th

ei
r 

m
ea

ni
ng

s
10

5.
1.

3.
2.

2
P

ro
no

un
ce

 w
or

ds
 c

or
re

ct
ly

2

5.
1.

3.
3

Li
te

ra
tu

re
9



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

5.
1.

3.
3.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 k

no
w

le
dg

e 
of

 li
te

ra
tu

re
5.

1.
3.

3.
2

Ju
dg

e 
lit

er
ar

y 
qu

al
ity

5.
1.

3.
3.

3
A

na
ly

ze
 li

te
ra

ry
 w

or
ks

T
ok

sl
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

 io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

5 1 3

5.
1.

3.
4

G
ra

m
m

ar
24

-1

5.
1.

3.
4.

1
U

se
 p

ro
pe

r 
E

ng
lis

h 
gr

am
m

ar
15

-1

5.
1.

3.
4.

2
R

ec
og

ni
ze

 p
ar

ts
 o

f s
pe

ec
h

4

5.
1.

3.
4.

3
P

un
ct

ua
te

 c
or

re
ct

ly
5

5.
1.

3.
5

W
rit

in
g

11
5

* 
* 

*
9

9
-9

-9

5.
1.

3.
5.

1
P

rin
t a

nd
 w

rit
e 

w
or

ds
7

5.
1.

3.
5.

2
U

se
 p

eo
d 

pe
nm

an
sh

ip
11

5.
1.

3.
5.

3
W

rit
e 

re
po

rt
s

24
2

1
-2

-1

5.
 1

.3
.5

.4
W

rit
e 

le
tte

rs
14

5.
1.

3.
5.

5
P

ut
 th

ou
gh

ts
 in

 w
rit

te
n 

fo
rm

18
3

2
3

1

5.
1.

3.
5.

6
P

er
fo

rm
 c

rit
ic

al
 a

nd
 a

na
ly

tic
al

 w
rit

in
g

3

5.
1.

3.
5.

7
A

pp
ly

 le
ar

ne
d 

E
ng

lis
h 

sk
ill

s 
to

 u
nu

su
al

w
rit

in
g 

ta
sk

s
10

5.
1.

3.
5.

8
U

se
 c

or
re

ct
 fo

rm
 fo

r 
te

rm
 p

ap
er

s
2

5.
1.

3.
5.

9
U

se
 o

ut
lin

in
g 

as
 a

n 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n
te

ch
ni

qu
e

3

5.
1.

3.
5.

10
T

ak
e 

no
te

s 
an

d 
re

co
rd

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

4

C
ra

5.
1.

3.
5.

11
W

rit
e 

cr
ea

tiv
el

y
14

5.
1.

3.
5.

12
G

en
er

al
:

W
rit

in
g 

sk
ill

s
5

5.
1.

3.
6

G
en

er
al

59
0

-3
4

-1

5.
1.

3.
6.

1
P

er
fo

rm
 w

el
l o

n 
E

ng
lis

h 
te

st
s

2

5.
1.

3.
6.

2
S

pe
ll 

co
rr

ec
tly

57
1

-3
5

-3

5.
1.

4
F

or
ei

gn
 L

an
gu

ag
e

18
* 

*
-3

0
-1

5

5.
1.

4.
1

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
 o

f a
 fo

re
ig

n
la

ng
ua

ge
2

5.
1.

4.
2

K
no

w
 s

tr
uc

tu
re

 a
nd

 v
oc

ab
ul

ar
y 

of
fo

re
ig

n 
la

ng
ua

ge
3

5.
1.

4.
3

S
pe

ak
 a

 fo
re

ig
n 

la
ng

ua
ge

11

5.
1.

4.
4

W
rit

e 
a 

fo
re

ig
n 

la
ng

ua
ge

2

5.
1.

5.
M

at
he

m
at

ic
s

10
7

-9
8

1
0

5.
1.

5.
1

S
ki

lls
51

-6
4

0
2

5.
1.

5.
1.

1
P

as
s 

m
at

he
m

at
ic

s 
ac

hi
ev

em
en

t o
r

ab
ili

ty
 te

st
5

K
no

w
 b

as
ic

 fu
nd

am
en

ta
ls

 o
f m

at
he

m
at

ic
s

46
-5

4
0

5.
1.

5.
2

A
pp

l i
ca

tio
ns

56
-3

4
1

-3

5.
1.

5.
2.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 m

at
he

m
at

ic
s 

sk
ill

s 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y

in
 jo

b
23

1
-1

2
-1

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 k
no

w
le

dg
e 

of
 m

at
he

m
at

ic
s 

co
nc

ep
ts

by

ex
pl

ai
ni

ng
 th

em
 to

 o
th

er
s

4

5.
1.

5.
2.

3
A

pp
ly

 m
at

he
m

at
ic

s 
co

nc
ep

ts
 in

 v
ar

io
us

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 s

itu
at

io
ns

23
-2

3
-1

5.
1.

5.
2.

4
T

hi
nk

 o
n 

ab
st

ra
ct

 m
at

he
m

at
ic

al
 le

ve
ls

6



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

 G
O

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

T
.4

13
T

-T
h 

or
 L

es
s 

(4
.

T
ha

n 
E

xp
ec

te
d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

5.
1.

6
M

us
ic

5.
1.

6.
1

V
oc

al
 S

ki
lls

5.
1.

6.
2

In
st

ru
m

en
ta

l S
ki

lls
C

om
po

si
tio

n 
S

ki
lls

5.
1.

6.
4

D
ire

ct
in

g 
S

ki
lls

5.
1.

6.
5

G
en

er
al

 L
ev

el
s 

of
 C

om
pe

te
nc

e

38 6 10
1 2 19

4 0

-2
-3

1 0

5.
1.

6.
5.

1
S

in
g 

in
 c

ho
ir'

3

5.
1.

6.
5.

2
W

or
k 

di
lig

en
tly

 to
 fu

rt
he

r 
m

us
ic

al
sk

ill
s

2

5.
1.

6.
5.

3
U

se
 g

oo
d 

ju
dg

m
en

t i
n 

se
le

ct
in

g
m

us
ic

 fo
r 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

s
1

5.
1.

6.
5.

4
P

er
fo

rm
 d

iff
ic

ul
t s

ol
os

 s
ki

llf
ul

ly
4

5.
1.

6.
5.

5
A

bl
e 

to
 s

ig
ht

 r
ea

d
2

5.
1.

6.
5.

6
P

cr
tic

ip
or

e 
in

 m
us

ic
al

 p
ro

gr
am

3

5.
1.

6.
5.

7
A

bi
lit

y 
to

 p
er

fo
rm

 m
us

ka
l

nu
m

be
rs

 o
n 

in
st

ru
m

en
t

4

5.
1.

7
O

ra
l C

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n
18

1
* 

* 
*

-1
4

11
17

-1
4

5.
1.

7.
1

C
on

ve
rs

e 
w

ith
 a

du
lts

 in
te

lli
ge

nt
ly

19
0

0
3

-1

5.
1.

7.
2

C
om

m
un

ic
at

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y 
in

 in
te

rv
ie

w
 s

itu
ai

io
n

5

5.
1.

7.
3

C
om

m
un

ic
at

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y 
on

 te
le

ph
on

e
4

5.
1.

7.
4

U
se

 g
oo

d 
E

ng
lis

h 
in

 s
pe

ak
in

g
8

th
5.

1.
7.

5
E

xh
ib

it 
po

is
e 

w
hi

le
 s

pe
ak

in
g

13

5.
1.

7.
6

Le
ad

 c
la

ss
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n
4

5.
1.

7.
7

P
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 d

is
cu

ss
io

n
13

5.
1.

7.
8

pr
es

id
e 

ov
er

 m
ee

tin
gs

9

5.
1.

7.
9

M
ak

e.
fo

rm
al

 s
pe

ec
he

s
in

 c
la

ss
ro

om
17

* 
*

-4
6

0
-1

5.
1.

7.
10

M
ak

e 
fo

rm
al

 s
pe

ec
he

s 
in

 p
ub

lic
23

1
- 1

5
-3

5.
1.

7.
11

T
el

l s
to

rie
s 

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y

3

5.
1.

7.
12

P
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 d

ra
m

at
ic

 p
re

se
nt

at
io

ns
7

5.
1.

7.
13

P
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 fo

rm
al

 d
eb

at
es

3

5.
1.

7.
14

S
pe

ak
 e

xt
em

po
ra

ne
ou

sl
y

2

5.
1.

7.
15

S
ta

te
 v

ie
w

s/
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
cl

ea
rly

27
* 

* 
*

-3
2

1
10

5.
1.

7.
16

B
e 

w
el

l i
nf

or
m

ed
 o

n 
to

pi
cs

 d
is

cu
ss

ed
9

5.
1.

7.
17

U
se

 s
up

po
rt

in
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ac
cu

ra
te

ly
4

5.
1.

7.
18

O
rg

an
iz

e 
sp

ee
ch

 w
el

l
9

5.
1.

7.
19

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 li
st

en
in

g 
sk

ill
s

2

5.
1.

8
S

ci
en

ce
70

0
1

5.
1.

8.
1

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
 o

f t
he

 fi
el

d
of

 s
ci

en
ce

11

5.
1.

8.
2

K
no

w
 b

as
ic

 s
ci

en
tif

ic
 fa

ct
s 

an
d 

te
rm

in
ol

og
y

5.
1.

8.
3

K
no

w
le

dg
e 

of
 s

el
f a

nd
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t

18 19

-1
1

1 0
1

0 0

5.
1.

8.
3.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 o
f f

ac
ts

ab
ou

t s
el

f &
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t
6

5.
1.

8.
3.

2
K

no
w

 id
en

tif
yi

ng
 n

am
es

 o
f

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l o
bj

ec
ts

,
7

5.
1.

8.
3.

 3
Le

ar
n 

to
 o

bs
er

ve
 th

e 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
6



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

G
C

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xp

ec
te

°

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

5.
1.

8.
4

A
pp

lic
at

io
n 

of
 s

ci
en

tif
ic

 k
no

w
le

dg
e

22
-1

0
2

5.
1.

8.
4.

1
D

ra
w

 c
on

cl
us

io
ns

 fr
om

 s
ci

en
tif

ic
 d

at
a

5

5.
1.

8.
4.

2
C

on
du

ct
 e

xp
er

im
en

ts
 o

r 
pr

oj
ec

ts
, w

rit
e 

re
po

rt
s 

ba
se

d
on

 s
ci

en
tif

ic
 k

no
w

le
dg

e
8

5.
1.

8.
4.

3
A

pp
ly

 s
ci

en
tif

ic
 k

no
w

le
dg

e 
to

 o
th

er
 e

nd
ea

vo
rs

7

5.
1.

8.
4.

4
C

on
st

ru
ct

 s
ci

en
tif

ic
 in

st
ru

m
en

ts
2

5.
1.

9
S

oc
ia

l S
ci

en
ce

s
77

4
-2

-.
5

3

5.
1.

9.
1

G
eo

gr
ap

hy
17

1
1

1
-2

5.
1.

9.
1.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 in
 a

re
a 

of
 P

hy
si

ca
l G

eo
gr

ap
hy

14

5.
1.

9.
1.

2
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 in
 a

re
a 

of
 C

ul
tu

ra
l G

eo
gr

ap
hy

3

5.
1.

9.
2

G
cn

w
nm

en
t a

nd
 P

ol
iti

ca
l P

hi
lo

so
ph

ie
s

15
-1

2

5.
1.

9.
2.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 o
f b

as
ic

 fa
ct

s 
ab

ou
t d

em
oc

ra
cy

an
d 

its
 in

st
itu

tio
ns

7

5.
1.

9.
2.

2
S

ho
w

 c
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

A
m

er
ic

an
 tr

ad
iti

on
s

2

5.
1.

9.
2.

3
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 o
f b

as
ic

 fa
ct

s 
ab

ou
t t

he
 A

m
er

ic
an

.1
t

po
lit

ic
al

 s
ys

te
m

 a
nd

 p
hi

lo
so

ph
ie

s
3

5.
1.

9.
2.

4
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 o
f b

as
ic

 fa
ct

s 
ab

ou
t o

th
er

 fo
rm

s
of

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t a

nd
 th

ei
r 

po
lit

ic
al

 p
hi

lo
so

ph
ie

s
3

5.
1.

9.
3

C
ur

re
nt

 e
ve

nt
s 

an
d 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

of
 k

no
w

le
dg

e 
to

 w
or

ld
af

fa
irs

33
2

-3
-1

5.
1.

9.
3.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 o
f g

eo
gr

ap
hy

 a
s 

it 
re

la
te

s 
to

 w
or

ld
2

5
.
1
.
9
.
3
.
2

B
e 

in
fo

rm
ed

 o
n 

w
or

ld
 e

ve
nt

s
27

4
-2

-4
3

5
.
1
.
9
.
3
.
3

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
 o

f c
ur

re
nt

 p
ol

iti
ca

l o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
an

d 
ph

ilo
so

ph
ie

s
4

5.
1.

9.
4

H
is

to
ry

12

5.
1.

9.
4.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 k

no
w

le
dg

e 
of

 h
is

to
ric

al
 fa

ct
s

10

5.
1.

9.
4.

2
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 o
f c

au
se

s 
of

 h
is

to
ric

al
 e

ve
nt

s
2

5.
1.

10
G

en
er

al
 :

A
ca

de
m

ic
 k

no
w

le
dg

e
11

5.
1.

10
.1

P
as

s 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 te
st

s
5

5.
1.

10
.2

D
o 

w
el

l i
n 

sc
ho

ol
6

5.
2

A
na

ly
zi

ng
 a

nd
 R

ea
so

ni
ng

 P
ro

ce
ss

es
31

A
.+

4
-2

5.
2.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 u

se
 o

f l
og

ic
 in

 th
in

ki
ng

, a
na

ly
zi

ng
 a

nd
 r

ea
so

ni
ng

13

5.
2.

2
C

ha
ng

e 
be

ha
vi

or
 a

fte
r 

an
al

yz
in

g,
 e

va
kt

at
in

g 
an

d 
co

nc
lu

di
ng

2

5.
2.

3
A

na
ly

ze
 a

nd
 r

ea
so

n 
to

 c
on

cl
us

io
n

11

5.
2.

4
S

ol
ve

 s
im

pl
e 

pr
ob

le
m

 s
itu

at
io

ns
5

5.
3

A
pp

lie
d 

S
ki

lls
 a

nd
 K

no
w

le
dg

e
20

0
* 

* 
*

9
-3

2
19

5

5.
3.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 m

ec
ha

ni
ca

i i
ng

en
ui

ty
 o

r 
re

as
on

in
g 

ab
ili

ty
13

5.
3.

2
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 g

en
er

al
 m

ec
ha

ni
ca

l a
bi

lit
y 

or
 k

no
w

le
dg

e
12



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nO
n.

 )

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
or

e 
(+

) 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)
T

ha
n 

E
xe

ct
ed

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

5.
3.

3
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 s

pe
ci

fic
 s

ki
lls

 o
r 

kn
ow

Ig
e 

in
:

13
0

**
*

5
-2

0
9

6

5.
3.

3.
1

G
en

er
al

 d
om

es
tic

10

5.
3.

3.
2

K
ni

tti
ng

1

5.
3.

3.
3

C
oo

ki
ng

16
4

-3
1

-2

5.
3.

3.
4

S
ew

in
g

8

5.
3.

3.
5

A
ut

om
ot

iv
e

22
0

-1
-1

3

5.
3.

3.
6

E
le

ct
ro

ni
cs

/E
le

ct
ric

al
14

5.
3.

3.
7

A
ut

om
ob

ile
 d

riv
in

g
i

5.
3.

3.
8

W
oo

dw
or

ki
ng

 a
nd

 C
ar

pe
nt

ry
7

5.
3.

3.
9

C
am

pi
ng

4

5.
3.

3.
10

G
ar

de
ni

ng
2

5.
3.

3.
11

H
ou

se
 p

ai
nt

in
g

2

5.
3.

3.
12

M
et

al
/M

ac
hi

ne
 w

or
k

4

5.
3.

3.
13

T
yp

in
g 

an
d 

S
ho

rt
ha

nd
7

5.
3.

3.
14

M
od

el
 B

ui
ld

in
g

12

5.
3.

3.
15

G
en

er
al

:
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 s

pe
ci

fic
 s

ki
lls

 o
r 

kn
ow

le
dg

e
11

5.
3.

4
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 jo

b 
sk

ill
s 

in
:

45
**

0
-8

8
1

5.
3.

4.
1

S
ec

re
ta

ria
l/O

ffi
ce

9

5.
3.

4.
2

R
et

ai
l s

al
es

/S
ho

pk
ee

pi
ng

17
* 

* 
*

0
-3

8
-3

5.
3.

4.
3

B
oo

kk
ee

pi
ng

/R
ec

or
d 

ke
ep

in
g

5

5.
3.

4.
4

D
ra

fti
ng

2

5.
3.

4.
5

B
us

in
es

s 
pr

ac
tic

e
6

5.
3.

4.
6

G
en

er
al

:
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 jo

b 
sk

ill
s

6

5.
4

P
hy

si
ca

l D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
57

* 
* 

*
-5

7
-1

2
0

5.
4.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 b

as
ic

 s
po

rt
s 

sk
ill

s
26

**
-4

3
-4

5

5.
4.

2
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 c

oo
rd

in
at

io
n 

in
:

13

5.
4.

2.
1

B
od

y 
m

ec
ha

ni
cs

7

5.
4.

2.
2

M
an

ip
ul

at
io

n 
of

 o
bj

ec
ts

6
5.

4.
3

D
em

on
st

ra
te

 g
oo

d 
ph

ys
ic

al
 c

on
di

tio
n

5

5.
4.

4
P

er
fo

rm
 o

ut
st

an
di

ng
 p

hy
si

ca
l f

ea
ts

8

5.
4.

5
Im

pr
ov

e 
sp

or
ts

 a
bi

lit
ie

s
5

5.
5

Le
is

ur
e 

T
im

e 
A

ct
iv

iti
es

13

5.
5.

1
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 s

ki
lls

 in
 o

ut
do

or
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

8

5.
5.

2
D

em
on

st
ra

te
 c

on
st

ru
ct

iv
e 

ho
bb

ie
s

5

5.
6

E
xp

re
ss

 D
es

ira
bl

e 
V

al
ue

s 
an

d 
A

tti
tu

de
s

76
**

-3
2

-9
9

5.
6.

1
M

or
al

 it
y/

S
ex

8

5.
6.

2
N

ar
co

tic
s/

A
lc

oh
ol

7

5.
6.

3
E

du
ca

tio
n

6



(T
ab

le
 2

2 
co

nt
in

.)

C
A

T
E

G
O

R
IE

S

P
ol

iti
ca

l
C

iti
ze

ns
M

p/
C

iv
il 

R
ig

ht
s

A
du

lt/
S

ch
oo

l A
ut

ho
rit

y
C

ul
tu

ra
l u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

T
he

ol
og

ic
ai

/P
hl

i, 
op

hi
ca

l
S

oc
ia

l c
od

es
 a

na
 c

us
to

m
s

P
er

so
na

l g
oa

ls
S

oc
ia

l r
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps

T
ot

al
N

um
be

r
B

eh
av

io
rs

N
um

be
r 

of
 B

eh
av

io
rs

M
oM

7W
T

-T
C

- 
or

 L
es

s 
(-

)

T
ha

n 
E

xp
ec

te
d

P
ar

en
ts

S
ch

oo
l

S
oc

ia
l

Y
ou

th

5,
4.

4
5.

6.
5

5.
6.

6
5.

6.
7

5.
6.

8
5.

6.
9

5.
6.

10
5.

6.
11

8 17
9 6 6 4 3 2

- 0

- 4
-1

-1

L
vi



Inspection of Table 22 shows that of 368 categories, subarea and area combinations

of categoriet, 151 were sufficiently large (N larger than 14) to test for community
differences in salience (frequency of behaviors reported) by the chi-square test.
For those categories on which chi-square was computed, differences from expected
frequencies are shown in the four right-hand columns of Table 22. Where no
difference occurs, a zero is shown. Of these 151 categories, differences among
the subcommunities at the .10 level of significance or better occurred in 69
categories. Community differences within each of the five major areas are
apparent by inspection of Table 22 and are discussed in the following paragraphs.

1.0 Cooperating/Respecting. Of the 54 categories or subareas in Cooperating/
Respecting, 36 had sufficient numbers of behaviors to test statistically. No
significant differences were found in 15 of these. Significant differences were
found in 21, or about 75 percent. Parent and Social communities showed more
concern about Cooperating/Respecting behaviors than did School and Youth.
There were no significant differences among the communities with regard to
Participating in Permissive Activities, and Respecting the Physical Person of
Others. However, in the other seven subareas of Cooperating/Respecting, the
communities differed significantly. For the Parent and Social communities the
more salient concerns were Accepting Responsibility, Complying With Codes and
Customs, and Being Courteous and Mannerly. The School community showed
more concern than Social and Youth communities about Being Honest and Truthful
and Obeying Rules, while School and Social communities showed more concern
with Complying With Directions/Suggestions/Requests. Parents and Social
communities tended to agree in salience of concerns (66 percent of the time)
while School and Youth tended to agree in salience of concerns (61 percent
of the time).

2.0 Instructing/Influencing. On all five subareas and on the area as a whole,
numbers of behaviors were sufficiently large to be tested statistically. However,
it was only in the total area of Instructing/Influencing that differences among
the communities were significant. Inspection of Table 22 shows that School and
Social communities showed more concern with Instructing/Influencing behaviors
than would have been expected, and Youth showed less concern.

3.0 Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing. The four communities differed in salience
of concern regarding behaviors in the Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing area,
although this difference is not as great as in some of the other areas. Of
the 24 categories which had large enough N's to test differences, 14 revealed
significant differences among the communities. The remaining 10 show essential
agreement among the communities. Inspection of the seven subareas reveals the
four communities to show approximately equal concern for Being Concerned and
Understanding, for Intervening, Assisting, Supporting, for Interceding and Securing
Assistance, and for Giving and Sharing With Others. They differ in salience
of concerns significantly in the subareas of Providing Care, Providing Comfort
and Encouragement, and Behaving Carefully. The School community mentioned
Providing Care less often than would be expected. The School and Youth
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communities mentioned Providing Comfort and Encouragement more often than
the other communities. Parents showed more concern about Behaving Carefully.
Of the 14 categories and subareas where differences were found among the
communities, Parents and Youth reported behaviors more frequently. The Social
commonity reported behaviors less often than expected in about 71 percent of
the 14 categories. Parents tend to agree with the Social community in salience
of concerns more than with any other. The School tends to agree much more
frequently with Youth than with other subcommunities.

4.0 Managing/Directing Self. Of the 71 categories and subareas in the area
OT Managing/Direcflng Self, 36 were sufficiently large to compute differences
in salience of concerns among communities. The four communities were
significantly different 17 times. Generally School and Youth showed more
concern with Managing/Directing behaviors than did Parent and Social
communities. The School mentioned Obtaining Information more often than
other communities. Youth showed far more concern than the others with
Evaluation and Decision Making behaviors, but oddly showed less concern
than other groups with the closely related subarea of PlanningT5rganizing/
Initiating. Directing Oneself in Positive Personal Development was more
salient for Youth than for the other communities.

5.0 Employing Skills, Knowledge, Attitudes. This area contains the largest
number of categories and comEinations of categories (183). There are no
significant differences among the communities with regard to salience for the
total area. Of the six subareas, one, Leisure Time Activities, is not
sufficiently large for testing differences. Two subareas, Academic Skills and
Knowledge and Analyzing and Reasoning Processes, receive about equal
emphasis from the four communities. In three subareas the communities differ
significantly in salience of concerns. Parents, Social and Youth communities
showed more concern, while the School showed less concern, about Applied
Skills and Knowledge. School and Youth showed more concern than Parent
and Social communities with behaviors in Physical Development. Youth
mention examples of Express Desirable Values and Attitudes more often than
does the Social community. Of the 49 categories and subareas, sufficiently
large for testing differences, the communities diffe,ed significantly in 16.
Parent and Social communities, as in other areas, agree with each other
more frequently than with other groups. The School, as in other areas, agrees
with Youth more frequently than with other communities, but in this area the
Social community agrees with Youth as frequently as it agrees with Parents.

Summary

The frequrmcy of behaviors in each of the 368 categories, subareas and areas
was determined for each of the four communities (Parents, Social, School and
Youth) and the communities were compared on salience of each concern (number
of behaviors reported). Of the 368, 151 categories had a sufficiently large
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number of behaviors to test with the chi-square test of significance. Differances
which were significant at the .10 level or better were found in 69 of the
categories, subcategories and areas. The remaining 82 were found to be
emphasized about equally by all four of the communities. The Parent and
Social communities tended to emphasize the same concerns, while the more
salient concerns of the School and Youth communities were often similar.

Results of the Community Panel Meetings

A total of 35 community members, who had contributed critical incident data
earlier, met to review and discuss the progress of the project, and to rate the
behavior categories for clarity, importance, and school responsibility. Panel.
members were asked to rte each of the 146 categories and subareas which had
15 or more behaviors for its importance as a personal attribute and as to
whether the development of this attribute was primarily the responsibility of
the sc:hool or not. In addition, panel members were asked to indicate if they
felt the title of the category was not clear. Seventy-eight o the categories
were judged "Not Clear" by one or more of the panel members. Thirty-five
of the categories were judged "Not Clear" by two or more of the panel
members. In Appendix F each of the categories and subareas rated is listed,
followed by the mean importance rating, the number of panel members who
thought it primarily a school responsibility, and the number who thought the
title of the category was not clear.

Ratings of importance. "Importcince As a Personal Attribute" was rated on a
five-point scale, 1 indicating least important and 5 most important. In order
to determine whether the categories or subareas differed significantly in rated
importance, an analysis of variance was performed on the rating data for 45
non-overlapping subareas (those preceded by an asterisk in Appendix F). A
summary of the analysis is presented in Appendix G. These 45 subareas covered
all five general areas completely in the sense that every specific category fell
under one of the 45. The differences among subareas in rated importance
were highly significant, as were the differences among the five general areas.
The mean ratings for the five general areas are listed below, the larger means
indicating greater importance:

1.0 Cooperating/Respecting 4 2
2.0 Instructing/Influencing 3 2
3.0 Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing ...... ..... 3.8
4.0 Managing/Directing Self 4 0
5.0 Employing Skills, Knowledge, Attitudes 3.9

Although the panel members did vary in their ratings of the importance of each
category, the analysis indicates there was substantial agreement among panel
members as to the differences among categories in relative importance. The
five subareas rated most impo tant were, in order (mean rating shown in
parentheses):
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5.1.3.1
1 .6

4.4.3
5.2
4.2

Reading (4.9)
Be Honest/Truthful (4.8)
Take Responsibility for Own Misdeeds (4.7)
Analyzing and Reasoning Processes (4.7)
Evaluation/Decision Making (4.5)

It is interesting to note that in Category 5.0, the basic skills of reading,
speaking, reasoning, and mathematics were rated higher generally than achieve-
ments in the arts and humanities (Appendix F).

Institution primarily responsible for development of the attributes. Fifty-three
of the 146 categorias received an indication from more than 50 percent of the panel
members that the school was primarily responsible for the development of that
attribute (Appendix F). Eight categories were rated by all panel members as
being primarily the school's responsibility. These categories are:

5.1 Academic Skills and Knowledge

5.1.3.1.4 Read with comprehension
5.1.3.5.5 Put thoughts in written form
5 .1.3 .5 .12 General
5.1.3.6.2 Spel I correctly

5.1.5 Mathematics

5 .1.5 .1 .2 Know basic fundamentals of
mathematics

5.1.9.1 Geography

Reaction to categories, Participants were asked to read through the list of
a categories to suggest changes in wording of category titles and to identify
areas not covered in the list of categories. The following table indicates
the number and type of comments made by the panel members. (See Appendix
H for a full list of comments.)



Table 23

Suggested Revisions of Categories by Community Panel

Change in wording of existing category 17

Change in wording and meaning of existing category 5

Add new category 19

Overlap exists between two or more categories 1

Category should be separated ink) two categories 4

Question meaning of category 13

Delete category because subject is covered .:,dequately
in another category (other categories) ......... . 2

Comments made regarding possible negative effects
of behavior referred in category 2

Disagreement regarding importance of category 1

TOTAL 64

Discussion of prolect. Panel members were encouraged to comment on any
aspect of the project. A list of topics which emerged is shown in Appendix I.
Each group was asked if they felt this project was an appropriate use of tax
money. The reaction was positive. Panel members seemed satisfied with
project progress and product and some were openly enthusiastic about Future
possibilities.

Relation of Community Behavior Profiles to Panel Ratings

A main purpose of the panel meetings was to estimate how well behavior
categories derived from the critical incident data represent the actual concerns
of the community about the achievements of their youth. Panel members were
asked what important categories seemed to be missing. Nineteen suggestions
for new categories were offered (Appendix H). It appeared that all these 19
could be considered synonymous with, or contained in, one of the existing
categories or subareas. In other words, no new categories were suggested which
fell outside the existing framework of categories (Table 22). In some instances
a new specific category was suggested within an existing subarea. For example,
within Category 1.1 Obey Rules, a suggestion was "Obey rules of church".

Aside from the question of whether any important categories are missing, another
important question is: Are the more salient categories rated as more important
by the panels? The answer "No". The correlation between rated importance
and riumber of behavioral incidents reported by the whole community sample was
only +.16.
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The number of panel members who thought a subarea was primarily the school's
responsibility did not correlate with rated importance of the subarea (r =
and was slightly negatively correlated (r = -.24) with the number of behavioral
incidents in the subarea. The correlations between rated importance (also
rated school responsibility) and number of behavioral incidents reported by each
community is shown in Table 24.

Table 24

Relationship of Rated Importance and Rated School Responsibility
to Number of Behaviors in Category

Parents School Social Youth Total

Rated Importance .07 .27 .12 .13 .16

School Responsibility -.24 -.19 -.21 -.24 -.24

Summary. Three panels totaling 34 persons chosen randomly from the original
community sample met to review progress of the project and rate the behavior
categories. Reaction to the project as a whole was favorable. Categories
differed significantly in rated importance and this rating had very little
relation to the category's salience (number of behaviors reported). Nor did
rated importance correlate with extent to which panels viewed the category
as primarily a school responsibility. A few categories were apparently not
worded clearly, but the majority were understood and the complete taxonomy
accommodated all of the educational outcomes which the panels thought
important .



Chapter IV

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The long-term purpose of this project is to develop a communication model
whereby the education of youth will benefit from more effective interaction
between the schools and the citizens of the community. The first year of
effort, just completed, was an experimental attempt to establish a specific
behavioral description of the community's desired attributes for its youth and
to obtain preliminary checks on potential future uses of the data. At the
same time it permitted an evaluation of the critical incident approach as a
way of establishing this empirical base, an evaluation intended to guide and
refine future assessments of community educational concerns.

The main achievement of the year was the collection and classification of
several thousand specific examples of behaviors whkh members of the com-
munity desire their youth to achieve or avoid. The several other sub-studies
completed all began with this basic body of behaviorai data and sought to
evaluate in a preliminary way its meaning, its accuracy as a description of
the whole community's concerns, and its expected usefulness in further develop-
ments of a school-community communication system.

The value of the behavioral data base and the implications of the findings of
the various studies for future use of this behavior data base can be examined
more sharply if we consider each of the anticipated uses of the behavioral
data. The long-range plan for development of a communication model is out-
lined in Figure 1 of Chapter 1. The most immediate uses of the behavioral
data base, as shown in that flow chart are:

1. Develop language and referent data for better communication.
2. Develop instructional objectives and set priorities among them.
3. Identify differences among segments of community.
4. Develop measures of achievement of objectives.

Each of these anticipated uses will be discussed in turn.

Language and Referent Data ft.. 'etter Communication

Judging by the general reactions of the community panels the stated behaviors
and the categories into which they were classified are quite meaningful and
comprehensible. A handful of the categories were not clear as presently stated.
In these few instances, either the categories should be restated or the behaviors
within them reclassified before further use is made of those categories.

Given that the language is meaningful there are other critical requirements
for effective communication based on the behaviors and categories oz- some
product or system developed from them:

-63-



Coverage of community concerns. First, the matters that teachers, parents,
youth and others most want to communicate about must be included among the
behaviors and categories established, for the most part. Since neatly all of
the nineteen suggestions for new categories made by panel .ilembers were al-
ready included in the complete list of categories (which many panel members
did not have a chance to examine in its entirety), one would expect very
few discussions about student performance to include matters outside the tax-
onomy so far established.

Category frarnework as an index. The number of behaviors recorded is too
large to use as a convenient reference unless the framework of categories into
which they are classified represents an efficient indexing system. Good in-
dexing might be needed by a teacher, for example, who wishes to illustrate
his course objectives to an outsider by giving specific examples of things stu-
dents who achieve these objectives might be able to do, as compared to students
who have not achieved the course objectives. Or, good indexing might be
needed by an administrator who, upon hearing a complaint from a parent about
a specific event, uses the indexing to locate similar events in the outline of
objectives of the school so that he may point out ways in which the school
curriculum is designed to correct these deficiencies. As a third example a
student might want to know what he can expect to be able to do as a result
of a certain course, or perhaps why the course exists, cnd if the course objec-
tives are well referenced to behavioral categories the teacher could refer to
a category for examples of kinds of behavioral outcomes that might result from
the course.

The quality of the category system as an index is reflected in part by the
results of the sorting reliability studies. Reliability cf indexing was just fair
at the most specific category level (a little over half re-sorted into the same
categories). As the sorting task is shifted toward the more general levels of
classification, the indexing becomes progressively more reliable, until over
80% are re-sorted correctly at the level of five genera' areas. Thus the cate-
gory framework is workable as an index but could stand some improvement.
This is to be expected in the initital phase of categorizing such a complex
domain as the total education of youth.

Interim nature of _present data. It is important to keep in mind that the most
effective use of the behaviors and categories in interpersonal communication
about education is expected to occur, not in their present form at all, but
rather in the form of some product based upon the present data. For example,
instructional objectives derived from these behavioral categories may provide a
more practical set of common referents for discussing students. Or perhaps
the best communication aid will be specific standards and measures of student
performance based upon instructional objectives. Since communication serves
many purposes and functions, it is probably best not to seek one particular
form or product to serve all purposes. Probably the best way to improve the
use of the above products for better communication is through successive appli-
cations and revisions.
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Instructional Objectives

Two key questions concerning the use of the behaviors and categories as a
source of instructional objectives are:

1. Can these behavioral statements be translated into instructional
objectives which are practical for use in the classroom?

2. How should the behavioral data affect the school's decisions as
to priorities among objectives?

Separate discussions of these two iswes follow.

Translation from categories tool_ :_is,7.tives. A clearly stated instructional obj-
ective usually specifies what a student should be able to do after instruction
that he could not do before. Since each of the 300+ behavior categories is
stated as a capability for action, many of the categories can serve as instruc-
tional objectives as they now stand. These objectives are stated at a fairly
general level, however, and for measurement purposes it would be necessary
to spell them out in more detail. Specific objectives are the starting point
both for designing instruction to achieve those ob;actives and for devising
measures of how successful the instruction is. For both these purposes it is

helpful to specify the conditions under which the objective is expected to be
achieved. For example, take Category 4.1.2, "Seek information from many
sources," as an objective. An important condition to spell out is whether the
student is expected to identify the information sources himself or whether these
would be pointed out to him. Within subareas such as 5.3 (Applied skills
and knowledge) and 5.6 (Express desirable values and attitudes) the categories
are stated at such a general ;evel that the process of qpelling out the objec-
tives and their conditions explicitly would be a very lengthy one.

Many of the categories of behavior, such as "Assist in family finances", and
"Obey rules of employer", are achieved or manifested outside the school for
the most part. In these cases a much more elaborate process of translation is
required to obtain instructional objectives. One way of doing this is, to write
a rationale which spells out a) what internal states make it probable that a
person will do the desired thing, b) what conditions and experiences create
the prerequisite internal states, and c) what achievements in the classroom
would be good indicators that those internal states were established. In gen-
eral, both spelling out such objectives and measuring them are a good deal
more expensive than spelling out and measuring academic objectives. This is
one of the reasons that schools with their limited budgets have usually had to
deal with such non-academic objectives informally and subjectively or not at
all. However, ihese personal and social behaviors, often equally critical out-
side and inside school, are among the community's deepest concerns for its
youth. For example, although the community panels rated "reading" as the
most important of the 45 subareas compared statistically, the second and third
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most important ratings were given to "be honest/truthful" and "take responsibility
for own misdeeds." If schools are to help the community deal with these hard-
to-handle objectives, a great deal more must be invested in spelling out the
objectives in detail and in devising ways to achieve them and to measure the
achievement.

Priority among objectives. As our increasingly complex world makes steadily
greater demands on education, the schools must exercise greater care in selecting
the student objectives which their programs will be designed to meet. School
curriculum in the United States is still determined mainly by tradition rather
than by a current appraisal of the community's objectives. This project seeks
to systematically assess community concerns and incorporate them into school
programs at the level of specific student performance. This does not of course
mean that community concerns will be the only source of instructional objec-
tives for the school district. Other important sources of objectives include
the school faculty and administration, the students, mandated state requirements,
and demands of consumers of the educational product who lie outside the com-
munity. Just how the school district can orchestrate these various inputs most
effectively in making educational decisions is a matter which deserves con-
siderable attention in future work on the project.

Ratings of the behavior categories by community panels were sought mainly to
provide information bearing on priorities among educational objectives. But
certain cautions about the panel data are in order. First, it is based on the
reactions of only 34 community members, compared to over 1,000 participating
in the critical incident interviews. Second, panels were not exactly repre-
sentative of the community as a whole nor of the major subcommunities within
it. Third, panel members were reacting to category labels, not to the total
set of specific behaviors which made up each category; thus choice of wording
may have influenced ratings substantially. Nevertheless, the best predictors
available of how the community as a whole would rate the behavior categories
as to relative importance and degree of school responsibility are the data pro-
vided by the panels. The fact that the total category taxonomy covered nearly
all of their expressed concerns suggests that the categories do represent these
community members' major concerns for youth.

However, a key question is whether the number of behaviors reported in a cate-
gory in critical incident interviews should be used as one basis for setting pri-
orities among school objectives. The number of behaviors reported in a category,
or salience of the category, indicates the extent to which this type of behavior
is on many people's minds. The most sensible basis for using salience to help
determine priorities is the assumption that salience implies importance. But we
have seen that the correlation between salience and the panel ratings of im-
portance is onl, +.16, which indicates practically no relationship between salience
and importance. Another line of reasoning goes that salience perhaps indicates
the actual frequency of this type of behavior in the community and that actual



frequency might serve as a basis for setting priorities. However both links in
this chain of reasoning are weak. Salient behaviors are those which are vivid
or for some reason stand out in a person's recall. Behaviors which are very
frequent may often be taken for granted and not be reported at all for this
very reason. Likewise the relationship between actual frequency ond priority
is questionable, since very trivial events may often occur more frequently than
important ones. In sum the evidence to date does not support the use of salience
as a basis for setting educational priorities. Apparently the fact that a type
of behavior is mentioned at all is more critical than how many times it is men-
tioned.

Although salience of category has a questionable relation to priority, it does
seem that salience of the behavior io the community should have a bearing on
school-community communicatiorL One useful function might be to guide the
schools in disseminating public information. If a certain category of behavior
is a salient public concern, schools may wish to explain publicly why it is or
is not a high priority school objective so that citizens will not feel the school
is ignoring the community's feelings. The finding that salience does not imply
importance may be used to advantage to justify restraint by the schools in re-
acting to public outcries. For example, a school board could require that
other evidence of the priority of a concern be found before changing a school
policy on the basis of public outcry.

The extent to which the community sees a behavior category as being primarily
the school's responsibility should affect the school's priorities, but the relation
is not as simple as it seems at first. A category which is not seen as being
primarily a school responsibility may be seen as a joint responsibility of school,
home and church, for example, and may be just as important tp the community
as those things which are primarily the school's responsibility. The fact that
rated school responsibility did not correlate at all with rated importance to
panel members makes this interpretation especially deserving of attention. Some
panel members commented that society's other institutions were more in need
of change than its schools. This is consisteni with our finding that most be-
havioral incidents are drawn from areas not primarily considered to be the
school's responsibility traditionally.

Differences Among Subcornrnunities

One of the purposes of the first year of the project was to identify similarities
and differences between subcommunities such as parents, youth and teachers re-
garding what kinds of behavior are of concern to them. Two kinds of differ-
ences were expected: differences in emphasis among categories, or relative
salience; and mismatches between subcommunities in the valuing of behavioral
outcomes, that is, kinds of behavior which one subcommunity might desire and
another subcommunity seeks to avoid. Although numerous differences among
subcommunities in relative salience of the categories were found, it is note-
worthy that no mismatches were identified. This may in part be a result of
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the method of classifying the behavioral incidents. For one thing the valie
underlying the interviewee's expressed attitude toward a particular event was
used as part of the basis for classifying behaviors into categories. And where-
as two respondents might have opposite feelings about the desirability of a
particular behavior, examination of the reasons they gave for their feelings
revealed not conflicting values but entirely different types of values under-
lying their judgments. Take for example an incident in which a student cir-
culates a petition protesting some school rule. One person may approve of
this because it represents defending an independent judgment in public. An-
other person may be against it because it interferes with an orderly process
of education. PeAoably neither person is against defending one's views in pub-
lic and neither is against an orderly process of education. But each intrerprets
the same incident in terms of a different value. Even at the level of a spe-
cific incident mismatches such as this were uncommon. It is apparent then
that at the level of a behavior category or an instructional objective one is
unlikely to find disagreements among substantial segments of the community
in direction of value, i.e., whether they are for it or against it.

Substantial differences among subcommunities in the relative salience of cate-
gories (number of behaviors in each) were found, but as diFcussed earner there
is considerable risk in infering that salience implies either importance or priority
for school action. Future studies may revise this view, especially in view of
the tentative nature of the panel results. Panel ratings of importance may have
hinged too greatly on t h e wording of the category titles. If so, further inves-
tigation may reveal a more substantial relation between the salience of concern
for a certain type of behavior and the conviction that the school should do
something about it.

Two more cautions are in order regarding subcommunity differences in salience
of concerns. First, a somewhat different critical incident form was used with the
"Graduate" sample and this may have contributed to differences. Second, the
study of a sample of non-respondents indicated that the main body of data is
not exactly representative of the community with regard to salience of concerns,
whereas it probably is representative and adequate with regard to the compre-
hens;veness of the taxonomy of behavioral concerns.

Differences among subcommunities in relative number of desirable and undesirable
behaviors reported within a category are shown in Appendix J. It should be
kept in mind that the critical incident form asked each respondent for two de-
sirable and two undesirable examples, so that the overall ratio of desirable to
undesirable behaviors was set mainly by this built-in procedure. Differences
among communities can be expected only in how the raHo of desirable to un-
desirable examples changes from one area of behavior to another. It might
seem at first glance that if one group gave more examples of desired bekivior
in a certain category and another group gave more examples of undesired be-
havior that a difference between the groups in their values was revealed. This
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is not the case, however. Both desired and undesired behaviors roflect a con-
cern in the same direction. That is, both groups would like to see more of
the desired behavior and less of the undesired. Such a difference would in-
dicate only that one group was more conscious of successes and the other more
conscious of failures in this particular behavioral area. This does not neces-
6,arily indicate that the former group perceives more successes in their environ-
ment nor that they believe successes prevail over failures. It means only that
in this area the group has a tendency to recall and report successes rather than
fa i ures .

The finding that Managing and Directing Self was an area of more concern to
youth than to the adult community suggests that youth seek more independence
and responsibility than adults expect them to have. Research on self-directed
learning (Campbell, 1964, 1967) suggests that students are in fact able to
manage their own education to a much greater extent than is typically allowed.

The greater emphasis of Parents and the Social Community on Cooperation and
Respect from Youth may reflect the universal conflict which results when adults
try to socialize rebellious youth.

Clearly differences among subcommunities in what concerns for youth are most
often on their minds have been identified. Recommendations as to how these
differences should affect school decisions will have to await further studies on
the relationship of salience of concern to other judgments more immediately
related to decision making.

Student Performance Measures

One of the merits of the critical incident approach for purposes of this project
is that it provides a large bank of specific behaviors which provide the raw
material for criterion measures of whether an objective is being achieved or
not. Typically the behavior reported in a particular incident does not provide
a practical classroom measure as it stands. Rather it serves as a stimulus for
the construction of a measure of similar behavior. Perhaps the most laborious
task in designing a curriculum oriented toward achi.,L.'eing particular objectives
is the construction of measures of achievement of those objectives. It is im-
portant for future planning to anticipate whether data provided by the critical
incident technique will facilitate this task. The few pilot studies of assessment
conducted so far by teachers suggest that it will and that teacher observation
is often feasible as a form of measurement where more objective tests are un-
available. However, the great bulk of development work for assessment pur-
poses is yet to be done.

Summary of Accomplishments of First Year

Through collection of critical incidents about youth from samples of various
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segments of the community served by the Newport Mesa Unified School District,
several thousand specific examples of valued behavior were obtained. The be-
havioral incidents were classified into a taxonomy of categories which panels
of citizens have found to be meaningful and adequately comprehensive.

The behavioral incidents and the taxonomy relating them are prod,icts which
have the following anticipated uses:

1. A description of the community's concerns for youth and of differ-
ences among subcommunities in these concerns.

2. Raw material for the construction of instructional objectives which
could focus and guide curriculum development.

3. A possible basis for setting priorities among educational objectives.
4. Raw material for the construction of measures of student performance

in these areas of achievement.
5. A draft set of terms from which to develop a language enabling

better communication between segments of the community about
student performance.

Several preliminary studies of characteristics of the behavioral incidents and
taxonomy were completed during the year. The main conclusion from these
studies was: Of the five anticipated uses listed above, only the third (setting
priorities) appears to have been placed in serious doubt by the results. The
body of data and descriptive framework appear to represent important first steps
in the achievement of the other four uses.

Recommendations

The uses of the existing taxonomy of behaviors which are most fundamental to
all subsequent steps are the development of instructional objectives and per-
formance measures. We recommend that the next stage of effort be directed
mainly toward development of objectives and performance measures. As a
temporary buffer against the problem of priorities among objectives it might be
wise to concentrate effort upon those behavioral categories which were rated
by the community panels as being both high in importance and primarily a
school responsibility.

The question of priorities among objectives leads directly into examination of
the decision processes of the school system. We recommend that alternative
models be developed by which school decision makers might make most effec-
tive use of communication inputs from various community segments. The rela-
tion of salience of a community concern and priority of objectives especially
deserves further study.

The success of any school community communication system will be made more
likely by eady specification of the key criteria of success. Some suggested
criteria are listed below.
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a. Objectives and priorities of the educational system are documented
more explicitly.

b. The percentage of each community that agrees with the stated ob-
jectives of the school system increases.

c. The number of spontaneous complaints from citizens which cannot
be answered satisfactorily by school personnel decreases.

d. The number of kudos, such as scholarships, achievement or citizen-
ship awards, student-initiated community improvement projects, etc.
increases.

e. Citizens sampled from the community can describe more accurately
what their schools are doing.

f. Community involvement i education, as indicated by attendance
of PTA, board meetings, support of school improvement, etc. in-
creases.

Perhaps the most important criterion is a systematic evaluation by the com-
munity of the product of the educational system itself. In the long run the
critical question is "Do changes in curriculum based on community inputs yield
congruent changes in community evaluations of the educational system?"

It may well be that the best way to assess a community's concerns initially is
not the most efficient way to reassess their concerns periodically. The critical
incident approach used thus far has the advantage that the contents of com-
munity concerns originate entirely from the community. Considering the ex-
pense of this technique, however, it is worth investigating the use of struc-
tured questionnaires for the purpose of updating school objectives. Structured
questionnaires may also help in evaluating community reactions to the specific
instructional objectives and performance measures derived from the first assess-
ment of community concerns.

Eve,y stage in the long-range plan for a communication model shown in
Figure 1 of Chapter 1 requires a good deal of pioneering. The techniques
necessary to accomplish them are not well .stablished and therefore the job
cannot be done by careful execution alone. This being the case, it can be
anticipated that unforeseen problems and opportunities for solving them will
arise. The sooner these can be discovered the better can the total communi-
cation system be developed without wasted effort. We therefore recommend
that preliminary studies be started on how to achieve these later stages, such
as integration of teacher-developed and community-originated objectives, and
the maintenance of a continuous communication system between the school
and the community.
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APPENDIX A

GRADUATE ACTIVITIES - CONSUMER STRATA

SCHOOL (66) ARMED FORCES (1)

Jr. College 48 Navy 1

State College 4

MARRIED - NO OTHER (1.5)
University 8

Married - no other
Trade - Technical

Married .5
Private College/Univ. 5

School of Nursing 1 OTHER (2)

Stayed home
EMPLOYMENT (24.9)

Travel 1

Hospital - food services 3

Baby sitting 1

Waitress 3.5

Telephone Operator 1

Soft goods sales 3

Secretary - retail 1

Parking cars .3

Bait Packing .3

Metal Works 1.8

Warehouse - stock 1

Retail Services 2

Market 1

UNAVAILABLE (56)

A-1



APPENDIX B

Critical Incident Form

(for use with all community respondents except Graduates)

rried ( ) Yes ( ) No

triber of children Ages of children

mber of years residence in community

ur age group: 10-19

ITP

F-76

20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+

crest elementary school to your home:

) Adams School

) Balearic School

( ) Bay View School

( ) Bear Street School

( ) California School

( ) Canyon School

( ) College Park School

( ) Corona del Mar School

( ) Harbor View School

( ) Harper School

( ) Killybrooke School

( ) Lindbergh School

( ) Mariners School

,he following need be answered only if you so wish:

,ducation
Highest grade completed

) Mesa Verde School

) Monte Vista School

) Newport School

) Newport Heights

) Paularino School

) Pomona School

) Presidio School

) Sonora School

) Victoria School

) Whittier School

) Wilson School

) Woodland School

) Other

Occupation
Self-employed

Job Title ( )Yes ( )No



ITP
F-76

EFFECTIVE PERSONAL OR SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or say something which you think was a particularly
good example of the personcdi or social development young people of this age should show.

Was the person a boy or a girl? ( ) Boy
( ) Girl

How long ago did this happen?

Approximate Age Grade

Where or under what conditions did it happen?
+.11,

Exactly what happened?

Why is this desirable?



ITP
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INEFFECTIVE PERSONAL OR SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or say something which fell short of your standards of
personal and social development for young people of this age.

Was the person a boy or a girl? ( ) Boy
( ) Girl

How long ago did this happen?

Approximate Age Grade

Where or under what conditions did it happen?

Exactly what happened?

Why is this undesirable?
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F-76

INEFFECTIVE SKILL OR KNOWLEDGE

Think of a recent t i me you saw a young person do or say something which fell short of your standards of
skill or knowledge for young people of this age.

Was the person a boy or a girl? ( ) Boy
( ) Girl

How long ago did this happen?

Approximate Age Grade

Where or under what conditions did it happen?

Exactly what happened?

Why is this undesirable?



ITP

F-76

EFFECTIVE SKILL OR KNOWLEDGE

Think of a recent time you saw a young person do or say something which you think was a particularly
good examPTOTthe skill oThnowledge young people of this age should have.

Was the person a boy or a girl? ( ) Boy
( ) Girl

How long ago did this happen?

Approximate Age Grade

Where or under what conditions did it happen?

Exrictly what happened?

Why is this desirable?

,11.MEMMN
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You have answered the preceding questions in a rather detailed manner. This might not have given

you an opportunity to express other observations about Skills, Know ledges or Personal and Social

Development of youngsters in this community. You now have the opportunity to express your ob-

servations in your own way.

(
Why do you feel this way?

What would you like to see happen with regard to this situation?

B-6



Identification Data

Name

Year graduated

APPENDIX C

Graduate Questionnaire Form

NOTE: Identification data to be used only to see who has forgotten to return
their form. All replies are treated as confidential.

ITP
F-76



Describe briefly what you have done since leaving high school.

ITP

F-76

In what ways did high school best prepare you for what you have been doing?

In what ways did high school least prepare ycu for what you have been doing?



Describe a specific situation since high school that made you particularly thankful for something

you learned before leaving school.

What happened?

11

What was it you had learned?

In regard to this or similar situations, what school experiences do you now consider to have been of

most value to you?



ITP
F-76

Describe a specific situation s;nce high school that made you aware of something you had not
learned before leaving school.

What happened?

What was it you had not learned?

What, if anything, could we be doh-1;j in the schools to help in situations of this sort?
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Instructions for Group Administration and of Critical Incident Form F-76

(Pass attendance form.) Good Evening. Ilm (Give name.)

We are here to make a study of community expectations for its schools. Actually, this study

has two parts (1) What do members of this community believe youngsters should become as they

develop into responsible adults and (2) How can a community clearly establish and communicate

its expectations for its young people. This latter part, if successful, is meant to serve as

a model which can be used anywhere in the nation. You have been selected randomly from a

list of and we appreciate your coming here tonight to help.

American Institutes for Research has been engaged to gather information on these community

expectations. What are expectations? They are those things we hope to see accomplished. In

this case they are those things we hope to see our young people become.

Naw these have been stated, many times. In fact most would agree we all know what these

expectations are---and I believe we would if stated in general terms. But to be used in

making educational decisions about what and haw to teach, we need specific examples of the

sorts of things that youngsters do or say which are the kinds of things you should expect.

Suppose I should say, "I expect a person to drive his car safely". Naw, how will I know

if another person is successful or unsuccessful as a safe driver? What specifically

amounts to safe driving? When you think about it there are many specific acts and

conditions that we could use to judge if a person is a safe driver, and there are many

people, with different relationships to the driver, who will experience his driving and

make qualified judgments about his success or failure.

This describes our needs for this study, for if we are to evaluate the accomplishments

of our young people in order to give direction to our own efforts we must knaw the

specific behaviors, knawledges and skills which you as members of the community feel

are important.
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You are (parents, teachers, etc.). We wlll also be using the judgments of

parents, employers, business people, members of social and bivic organizations, graduates

of our schools as they reflect on their experiences, Armed Services personnel, teachers,

neighbors, friends, adults generally, and students themselves. More than 2,000 repre-

sentative members of the community will make contributions just as you are doing tonight....

each person giving specific examples of the things they have seen youngster do or say

which they feel are important.

When we put all of these statements together we will have a large number of expectations

for students. We will need to put them together in some fashion. Those expectancies having

to do with academic skills will be separated from those having to do more wlth social or

personal behaviors. Those involving elementary age children will be separated from the

other age levels.

From this the schools can learn wtat teaching and instructional programs would be necessary

to proiduce the kinds of behavior, attitudes, skills and understandings you are saying are

important. When we knya this then we can see what is required in program and materials

for this community's schools.

You might ask, "How can you get useful information?". We will be using wtat is called the

Critical Incident method. You will be asked to write of specific happenings you can recall

about young people you have seen. You will simply recall those incidents that come to mind

that are related to the question on these forms that wlll be passed out to you.

Haw successful has this method of collecting this kind of information been? Does it work

well? This method has been used to develop instruments for rating performance efficiency

of military aircraft crewmembers, and for selection of pilots for most of the major airlines.

It has been used in industry. General Motors uses rating scales developed in this manner

to evaluate their foremen.
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F-76

Texas Instrument Corporation has used this to place and evaluate production workers. It

has been used to develop evaluation materials for the National Board of Medical Examiners,

and for sating hospital nurses.

What is a Critical Incident statement such as you will be writing? It is a performance

that is especially effective or ineffective. It is critical in that it makes the difference

between success and failure in accomplishing a particular task. It is specific in that it

describes in detail exactly what the performance is.

Now here are some of the things we have noticed so far as people have written that we want

to emphasize. First of all, we are looking at the behavior of children and young people

and sometimes the writers have shifted their focuscon to the behavior of the parent or the

teacher or other person in the context of the young person they are really writing about.

For example, one incident that comes to mind that wus written is this one:

"I was shopping one day in a local market. A boy of about 14 wus causing a disturbance by

his antics. The mother didn't even seem to notice, much less care, about the danger to the

boy or the possible loss to the store er if goods were damaged or the discomfort to

other shoppers. I think that people like this are not responsible parents."

Naw it is important to see the behavior of the parent, it helps explain some possible reasons

for the boy's behaviour and would suggest we might do a better job educating for the responsi-

bilities of parenthood, but I don't believe this is what the writer intended. I believe the

writer intended that we be concerned about a boy 14 years of age behaving in this fashion

in a local market, but it didn't come out. So we would want more complete descriptions of

the boy's behavior sinc3 he is the person we are attempting to describe.

Your description of behavior should be specific in that it describes in detail exactly what

the performance is. We have had pretty good incidents written but we want to emphasize the

need to be
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descriptive. Here is an example:

"She was very nice about the wtole thing." Now this statementreally tells us more about

how the Observer feels than exactly what this person did to make her feel that "she WAS

nice about the wtole thing". Now, what are some of the ways a person might behave that

would make you conclude she WAS "nice about the whole thing"? (Ask for audience response

and rmaard the following: behavior of the Observed-not responses of the Observer,

descriptions of behavior-not meanings given to behavior, qualifiers further defined by

adjectives, adverbs, criterion behaviors valued by the Observer, action words. Contkibute

your own definition of these descriptions to bring out the above ideas.)

Any questions so far?

(Distribute set of forms.)

(Describe all forms. List questions to be found on C forms.)

Any questions?

(Collect attendance form.)
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APPENDIX G

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Panel Importance Ratings

Total

Between Persons

Within Persons

Sum

of squares
Degrees

of freedom
Mean

Square F

Significance
Level

1469

243

1226

1529

33

1496

0.96

7.36

0.82

Between Subareas 376 44 8.55 14.6 < .001

Between Areas 81 4 20.25 5.9 < .001

Between Subareas
within Areas 295 40 7.38 24.7 < .001

Person x Subarea 850 1452 0.59

Person x Area 455 132 3.45

Person x (Subarea
within area) 395 1320 0.30
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APPENDIX H

Community Panel Reactions to Category Statements

Category No . Statement or Comment

Obey rules of church or faith

Perhaps overlap

How many employers have "rules"? How about "rules and
regulations" of an organization or firm?

Comply with requests/directions suggested by peers

Comply with directions or orders from proper authorities

Accept advice, correction or reprimand from proper
authorities

1 .1

1 .1 .1

1 .1 .5

1 .2/1

1 .2.2

1 .2.3

1 .2.3

1 .3

1 .3

1 .3.5

1 .4

1 .4

1 .4

1 .4

1 .4.1

1 .4.3

1 .5

1 .5

1 .5

1 .5

& 1

.2.4

.5 .4

Separate into two categories: (1) Accept advice, correction
from authority figures, (2) Accept reprimand from authority
figures

Accept community responsibility

Accept responsibility as an individual

Define: Citizenship as to statement . I cannot define
citizenship either I Possibly accept responsibility of
being a citizen, e .g ., voting, jury duty, cooperation
with civil officials

Participate in voluntary activities

This isn't very clear

Participate in permissive activities is not clear

???

Participate in activities of your choice
Suggestion: Reword somehow to eliminate self-initiated

Again, eliminate word "initiated's

Comply to church codes and customs

Separate Codes and Customs

Codes and Customs do not always agree . This area could be
divided into two areas Customs are more local and affected
by local emotions . Example: 1 .5 .9 Codes and Customs are
varied, depending upon peer group .

On categories 1 .5 .1, 1 .5 .2, 1 .5 .3, 1 .5 .5, 1 .5 .6, 1 .5 .7,
1 .5 .8, 1 .5 .9 Suggestion: Use other word rather than comply..

H-1



Category No.

1 .7.2

1.7.7

1.8

1.8.5

1.9.1a

Statement or Comment

Why not cut to "Avoid Profane Language"?

Addition -- Show respect for viewpoint of others.

Respect physical person of others -- not clear

Respect less fortunate

Don't destroy or deface property

2.0 Instructing and Influencing do not seem to go
together -- they are so different.

2.1 Delete. 2.3 and 2.5 cover adequately

2.4 Exemplify -- Example to others

2.4 Exemplify not clear

2.4 Serve as an example

3.1

3.1.1

3.1 .9

3.2/3.2.7

3.2.4

3.4.2

3.4.2

3.4.11

3.5

3.5.2

3.6

3.6.3

3.7.3

4.1

4.1 .7

Provide Care (care to what) -- not clear

Check your insurance coverage

Care for animals. Physical care for animal

Treat others as Equal individuals

Encourage others to participate in activities

Watch out for this one

Act as counselor/mediator

Define: Emotional support

If it is required or asked for

Be considerate of others

Perceive danger in or from innocent acts of fun

Observe safety and traffic regulations

Share (a) material things and/or (b) attitudes and feelings
with others

Seek information regarding church/faith

Be more specific -- "Performance" of what?

H-2



Category No . Statement or Comment

4 .2 Hogwash -- give it all the consideration time will
al low -- then decide final ly and act decisively. . "A
poor 'decision ably implemented is better than no action
on indecision ."

4 .3.8a Critically review accomplishments

4.4 Direct oneself to obtain maximum personal potential

4 .4 .1 Insuliing others

4 .4.1.1/4 .4 .1.8 Each should be worded: Govern impulse to fight general ly;
govern impulse to assault others, etc .

4 .4.1 .2 Eliminate this . Fights, by definition, start from disputations,
whether imagined or real . Thus, this category has absolutely
no meaning .

4.4.4 Motivation

4.4.4.1 What are safety needs?

4.4.5 Whole category -- words "continue direction" confusing

5 .1 .1 .3

5 .1.2

5 .1 .3

5 .1 .3

5 .1.3.1 .2

5 .1 .7

5 .1 .7.20

5 .1 .10 .2

5 .6

Ability -- in Art (general)

Knowledge of what business is, i .e ., profit, products, etc.

Insert category -- Pass written communication of abstract
subjects, tests

Add a category -- Teach English in manner similar to a
foreign language -- teaching sentence structure and how
to communicate abstract concept in written English

Read for enjoyment (or pleasure)

Communication (listen -- tune-in)

Organization of thought processes in presenting an idea

Be more specific . Do you mean getting good grades or
gaining knowledge?

Religion

5 .6 This entire category is vague . What precisely you mean
by "desirable" is unclear..

Sex Education is desirable under some category I
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APPENDIX

DISCUSSION STATEMENTS - COMMUNITY PANEL MEETINGS

The following are topics or suggestions which came up during discussion of

the significance of the Instructional Tasks Project.

1. On the rating sheet we should include a column asking if the respondent

would be willing to pay for a school program for the items they have

indicated they feel to be primarily the responsibility of the school.

2. There is a need for more and better vocational training programs.

3. There is too much emphasis on college bound students and college
preparatory courses.

4. There is too much emphasis in the category on conforming behavior (1.1,

1.2, etc.). Over half expressed this feeling. One person did defend

the emphasis on conformity.

5. A missing concern in the categories is on the need for the individual to
take the responsibility for updating his own knowledge. The schools need

to create a desire for continuing education.

6. Incidents reflect more social than cultural objectives.

7. The home is more in need of improvement as an educational institution
than are the schools.

8. Getting students to want to learn is more important than anything else.

9. There were questions as to what would be the effect of Instructional Tasks
Project on the students. One Board member spoke of the Master Plan at

Costa Mesa High School.

10. Comment was made on the need for on the job training programs provided
by the school.

11. Schools should consider not just its locally developed educational goals but
should also consider those of national scope since the population is so mobile
and youngsters must be able to perform under circumstances that might be
different than those of this community.

12. The Instructional Tasks Project is of no importance unless it is employed

by the school district. There is an abundancy of study findings and the

real need is to make use of some of these findings.
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13. Is the community sufficiently aware of changes in job requirements so as to
be able to set realistic curriculum goals?

14. Research and development as an activity in educational institutions is
necessary if the schook are going to remain ribreast of changes in society.



APPENDIX J

Data Concerning Collected Behaviors - Original Sample and Non-Respondent Study Sample

J-1 Breakdown of desirable (+) and undesirable (-) behaviors by sub-community and
behavioral area - Original Sample.

J-2 Breakdown of desirable (+) and undesirable (-) behaviors by sub-community and

behavioral area - Non-Respondent Sample.

J-3, J-4 Response Profile; Positive and Negative Behaviors - Original Sample.

J-5 Comparison of original sample and non-respondent study sample response profiles.

J-6, J-7 Comparison of original sample and non-respondent study sample response profiles
concerning relative proportion of positive and negative behaviors.



Parents

School

Social

Youth

- Tot.

ORIGINAL SAMPLE

- Tot. - Tot. - Tot. - 'lot. Totals

120 277 397 38 12 50 117 37 154 129 96 225 160 116 276 1102

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

77 282 359 53 10 63 135 29 164 138 184 322 196 130 326 1234

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

163 361 524 62 12 74 136 37 173 184 157 341 219 177 396 1508

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

58 160 218 23 2 25 108 31 139 135 148 283 143 99 242 907

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

1498 212 630 1171 1240 4751

1.0 Cooperating/Respecting
2.0 Instructing/Influencing
3.0 Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing
4.0 Managing/Directing Self
5.0 Employing Skills, Know ledges, Attitudes
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- Tot. -

NON-RESPONDENT SAMPLE

Tot. - Tot. TotalsTot. - Tot. + -

19 26 45 0 16 6 21 17 16 33 31 17 48 147

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

24 29 17 1 18 19 19 38 22 22 44 137

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

41 68 109 2 32 11 43 27 23 50 65 38 103 312

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

183 15 82 121 195 596

*Social Non-organized only.

1.0 Cooperating/Respecting
2.0 Instructing/Influencing
3.0 Aiding/Protecting/Empathizing
4.0 Managing/Directihg Self
5.0 Employing Skills, Know ledges, Attitudes



PARENTS

ITP ORIGINAL SAMPLE

RESPONSE PROFILE; POSITIVE-NEGAT1VE BEHAVIORS
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Sample interpretation: 30% of the incidents contributed by the Parent sub-community to the 1.0

category were concerned with desirable (-0 and 70% with undesirable (-)

behaviors.
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COMPARISON OF ORIGINAL SAMPLE AND NON-RESPONDENT STUDY RESPONSE PROFILES*

PARENTS
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4

3

2

Original Non-respondent Stu_sly

0

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Sample interpretation: In the Original Sample, Parents contributed 36% of the total number of incidents,

classified in the 1.0 category. In the Non-respondent Study Sample, Parents contributed 30% of the total

number of incidents classified in the 1.0 category.

SCHOOL

5

4

2
29.1% Amr:11

13.3%

26.1% 26.4%
21.2%

13.1%

27.7%
32.1%

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

SOCIAL**

50- a

30- 34.8% 34e9% 33.0%
204 I263%22.6%
lOw

2.30/0 13.8% 16.0%
11.5%

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

**
The Non-respondent Study did not involve Youth sub-community.

The Non-respondent Study Social contained the Social Non-organized sub-community only.
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COMPARISON OF ORIGINAL SAMPLE AND NON-RESPONDENT STUDY

RESPONSE PROFILES CONCERNING RELATIVE PROPORTION OF POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS
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Sample interpretation: In the Original Sample, 30% of the incidents contributed by Parents to the 1.0
category were concerned with desirable (+) behaviors. In the Non-respondent Study Sample, 42% of the 1.0

incidents contributed by Parents were positive.
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*The Non-respondent Study Social contained Social Non-organized sub-community only.


